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The selection of the administrations of Tyler and 
Polk for treatment in a course of lectures upon 
American diplomatic history may seem somewhat arbi- 
trary. Upon closer view, however, one sees that there \ *• 
is so much of continuity in the foreign relations of I 
the United States during the terms of these two Presi- *i 
dents, both of whom have been called "accidental," I 
that the years 1841 to 1849 ^^Y fairly be said to con- ^. 
stitute an epoch quite distinct from the Jacksonian era, \ 
which preceded them, and the ante-bellum period , 
proper, which followed. Yet it would be misleading / 
to state that this epoch presented for solution prob- 
lems altogether novel. The problems for the most 
part were as old as the nation. It was the method . 
o f the ir solutionwhidijjrasjigau JI^^ \ 

"^ijhktJi^Ote-ic^'ig^ policy nf Tyler's and. Eolk's 
time were maMyJJaaSS. ,Q| .bfiUadaaau.datmg^f rom the 

^i^Lilg^^^y ftf P^^^^ "^'^^1 England The administra- ,V 
tions of these two Presidents accomplished the settle- ' 
ment of three boundary questions: the nortjieastern 
and northwestern through negotiation, the southwest- 
em by conquest. ^ 
These chapters in the history of American diplo- \ 
macy deal principally with the questions of boundary. 
To have consfdered all of the diplomatic events dur- 
ing the years 1841 to 1849 would have exceeded the 
limits of the present volume. The relations with 
China, Hawaii, New Granada, and Yucatan, to name 



only a few matters of importance, h?' ?- been omitted 
in order to give space for sketches of the develop- 
ment of the three boundary problems. These prelim- 
inary outlines were necessary for the purpose of show- 
ing the diplomatic issues as they existed in 1841. 

With the exceptions of Chapters XII and XIII the 
text is printed substantially as delivered in the form 
of lectures at the Johns Hopkins University. Chapter 
XIII appeared in the American Historical Review for 
January, 1905 ; Chapter XII is largely taken up with 
the report odF Mackenzie upon his visit to Santa Anna, 
which, I believe, has never before been printed. Per- 
haps it should be stated that the book was written 
wholly from materials accessible in the United States. 

I take this opportunity of expressing my obligations 
to the authorities of the Lenox Library, New York, 
of the Chicago Historical Society, of the Library of 
Congress, and of the Department of State for courte- 
sies had at their hands. To Mr. Worthington C. Ford, 
of the Library of Congress, and to Messrs. Andrew 
H. Allen and Pendleton King, formerly chiefs respec- 
tively of the Bureau of Rolls and Library and of the 
Bureau of Indexes and Archives of the Department 
of State, I desire to express my thanks for their un- 
failing kindness and ready assistance. I am under 
many obligations to Professor Vincent, of the Johns 
Hopkins University, for valuable suggestions, and to 
Miss Mabel M. Reese, of Baltimore, Maryland, for 
her assistance in seeing the book through the press. 

JESSE S. REEVES. 

Richmond, Indiana, 
August 12, 1907. 



CHAPTER I 

Th^ Northeastern Boundary Controversy 

1783-1841 

The treaty of peace with England was signed Sep- \/ 
tember 3, 1783. The second article of the treaty set ' 
out the boundaries between the United States and the 
British possessions on the north as follows : "From the 
northwest angle of Nova Scotia, viz. that angle which 
is formed by a line drawn due north from the source 
of the Saint Croix River to the Highlands; along the 
said Highlands which divide those rivers that empty 
themselves into the river St. Lawrence, from those 
which fall into the Atlantic Ocean, to the northwest- 
emmost head of Connecticut River ; thence down along 
the middle of that river, to the forty-fifth degree of 
north latitude; from thence, by a line due west on 
said latitude, until it strikes the river Iroquois or 
Cataraquy ; * thence along the middle of said river into 
Lake Ontario, through the middle of said lake until 
it strikes the communication by water between that 
lake and Xake Erie ; thence along the middle of said 
communication into Lake Erie, through the middle of 
said lake until it arrives at the water communication 
between that lake and Lake Huron; thence along the 
middle of said water communication into the Lake 
Huron ; thence through the middle of said lake to the 
water communication between that lake and Lake 

* «. 9., the St Lawrence. 



2 DIPLOMACY UNDER TYLER AND POLK 

Superior ; thence through Lake Superior northward of 
the Isles Royal and Phelippeaux, to the Long Lake; 
thence through the middle of said Long Lake, and 
the water communication between it and the Lake of 
the Woods, to the said Lake of the Wood^; thence 
through the said lake to the most northwestern point 
thereof, and from thence on a due west course to the 
river Mississippi." On the east the boundary was to 
be a line "drawn along the middle of the river St. 
Croix, from its mouth in the Bay of Fundy to its 
source, and from its source directly*north to the afore- 
said Highlands, which divide the rrvers that fall into 
the Atlantic Ocean, from those which fall into the 
river St. Lawrence." 

"^ These terms are identical with those earlier used 

in the provisional articles, of peace concluded Novem- 

• ber 30, 1782, and the discussion of the reasons for 

. / their adoption belongs to an earlier period of history. 
' At this time it will be necessary to confine ourselves 
'" to a consideration of the problems to which the treaty 
of peace gave rise, and of the methods used in adjust- 
ing the differences in regard to boundary, which, in 
1842, were as old as the nation itself. 
X/ The question of the northeastern boundary may be 

A Y^cscribed as^ purely geographical question. The sue- 

f ^ cessive negotiations for the settlement of the boundary 
for sixty years after the treaty was signed proceeded 
upon the theory that the points described in the treaty 
were capable of being definitely determined and lo- 
cated. In other words, sixty years were spent in an 
attempt to elucidate the terms of the treaty, a period 
which has been properly characterized as one of "un- 
certainty and danger." The line as set out in the 
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THE NORTHEASTERN BOUNDARY CONTROVERSY 3 

treaty was "drawn in much ignorance of geography i\ 
and in trustful dependence in some parts on anterior 
definitions of the bounds intended."* The American 
negotiators, Adams, Franklin, and Jay, were deficient 
in exact knowledge of the places mentioned in the 
treaty, partly wi account of inadequate information as 
to what had been definitely ascertained, but more on 
account of the inaccuracy of the maps that they used.) 
This inaccuracy of the maps almost immediately pre- 
sented questions of dispute. The first was : "Which ol A 
the several rivers running into the Bav of Fundv is the 
St. Croix mentionfed in the tr e aty P 'L^^CQlldjJlWliexe 
is the nodiiatfistjaorie ofNova Scotia to be found? 
Third: '^What, and where, a re the Hi g^ilands a longr 
which the liqc W?*^ ^^ ^"!li f^'Om the northwest angle 
of Nova Sc otia to the n orthw^ ^ it^ ^pfno fif: head of the 

C oonectic utJRiver ?" JFi^jirtibL: «!'WJbidL-i&. th^ nnrfii, 

westernmost head of the r^y^^^firri J?W^*-?'* and 

finall^2„ "At!?. Ithe riv<^r«; emptyingr info the JBay . of 

FundjT^ those which /fall into tbe . AtlaaticjOceanA in 
thfi^ffiords of the treaty "C* To state it otherwise, the I 
whole of the boundary, as agreed upon by the peace 
commissioners, from the Atlantic Ocean to some point 
in the forty-fifth parallel of latitude, west of the Con- 
necticut River, was scarcely a boundary at all. It was 
like a deed, which, although purporting to convey land 
by metes and bounds, is based upon inaccurate sur-/ 
veyor's notes. Until. 18^2 diplom ^tjr a^ti'vjty y^^g r^i- 
rected in unsuccessful efforts to explain the boundary 

*Winsor, Narrative and Critical Histiiry of America, VII., 

171. 
•Webster's Defence of the Treaty of Washington, Works, 

v., 82. 
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the old line, rather than to red etermine it. 

Tl^ ^equestion as to what river the treaty meant by 
the ^<- ^rf^ir ^»^^s Hirnim^fT^.<^V^ the controversy as 
a result of Jay's treaty, whiohorovided thaH the United 
JStates and Tjreaf "Britain should each appoint a com- 
^.ITii§3Jpner and, the"" two tKiiiTapppintear'' select a ibird. 
This board of commissioners was given power to take 
evidence and make surveys, and its finding was to be 
conclusive "so that the same should never be called in 
question or made the subject of dispute or difference 
between them." The commissioners met and reported. 
A decision was made as to what was the true St. 
Croix ; the source of this river was found and a monu- 
ment placed there.* 

JCbii^jgne^ortio n of the d jsptjybgjg^sj'emov^jd^.and.an 
attempt was made by Jefferson in 1802 to settle the 
^xemaining questions t hrough Ruf us King, the Anjeri- 
^can minister at London. King was instructed to press 
for the extension of the line from the source of the St. 
Croix. "In fixing the point at which the line is to 
terminate, and which is referred to as the northwest 
angle of Nova Scotia, the difficulty arises from a refer-r 
ence of the treaty of 1783 to the 'Highlands,' which 

* Great Britain claimed that the Magag uadavic was the St. 

A Croix of the treaty; the United States insisted upon the 

Schoodiac. The commission nnHer T ^//* trea ty adopte d the 

yVjTl^jq^rL rlaitji^^ Mnnrt^T*itifr*intin^nl A^rhif^nfinnt.^^ I., Chap- 
ter I, "The Saint Croix Commission ;" American State Papers, 
Foreign Relations, I., 486, 488, 492, 493, 520; Webster, Works, 
v., 82. Explanatory article to Jay's treaty, releasing the com- 
missioners under the fifth article from particularizing the 
latitude and longfitude of the river St. Croix; in Treaties and 
Conventions between the United States and Other Powers, 
1889, 396. 
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are now found to have no definite existence." * The 
instructions suggested that commissioners, appointed 
as in Jay's treaty, should determine upon a line to be 
substituted for that following the crest of what the 
former treaty called the Highlands, from the north- 
west angle of Nova Scotia to the northwesternmost 
source of the Connecticut River, that line to be drawn 
with such references to intermediate sources of rivers 
or other landmarks as to admit of easy and accurate 
execution. In the negotiations which followed^ ^^^ g 
and Lord Hawkesburv a^r^^c^ , upon the northjgastern 
boundary in terms substan^iially thos e of Madison's 

in/strnrtinng, Thf treaty pr/^y1^HAl^ fp|- thfi TUnn?Ggj 
instead of the mere description, of the hna, between the 

nnrtliwp>Qf rnrn<^r r^l TMrkira pr/;>fia ^^^ thf ,5-'^.!rrf/lf the 

Coimficticut_Riyer,l, Such an arrangement was emi- 
nently desirable, and so, too, might have been a farther 
pnovision which King and Hawkesbury included in 
reference to the northwestern boundary beyond the 
Lake of the Woods/ Between the time the treaty was 
agreed upon and its formal signing Livingston apd 

' This, is the first official intimation that the boundary as set 
forth in the treaty of 1783 was incapable of being determined. 
Madison thus "conceded a pojnt which it was never possible 
to regain." Moore, International Arbitrations, I., 68. Gallatin 
long afterward expressed regret that the United States had 
so blundered. Adams, Gallatin, II., 546. Quoted by Moore, 
ut sup, 

• Madison to King, June 8, 1802, American State Papers, 
For. Rel, II., 585 ; J. C. B. Davis's notes in Treaties between 
the United States and Other Powers, 1324, and references 
there given; Moore, International Arbitrations, I., 65-69; 
American State Papers, II., 584-91. 

* Article 5 of treaty. American State Papers, For, Rel, II., 
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Monroe had secured the cession of Louisiana. The 
Senate struck out the article referring to the north- 
western boundary upon the ground that it might limit 
the claims of the United States to the territory ac- 
quired from France.* Madison believed , as did Mon- 
^<x*.^ t *^ «^«.' roe, and probably also many in the Senate, that the 

United States had succee ded to the claim of France 
undficthfi.toaty.ioi T Itefirht. "aa/^^ h^w r^^^^D t^ Kp- 
Ikx^/' wmtr Madison to TiivingiStgn, ''thaL^k^HsiltJifirn 

bQ,undiar,Y was fisttkd h6tw^.sB grancg,§nd Gr^LBr^^^" 

by.,.CQi pmif) . ^iQnr t. rft. appoiutgjd ,..j4ader.. .th^ .tiMt y of 
Utrecht, who separated., the^^ Britifih^and Frfift£lL.terri- 
tories west o£ the. Lake. of the. Woods by th.e..49th de- 
gree of latitude.'' * But there is no evidenc e, either in 

the Fi:ea9b...QX.filitisk-aJ:d^ that a boundary com- 

mission under the treaty, .Qi.Utl*echt agreed upon such 
a line. 

^Wjth ^1^^ fAifer£J2JLKJ!lg'fi te gaty the cpntroyersy 
j ;ested until aft e r the War of 18 12." In the prolonged 
negotiations which led to the treaty of Ghent the ques- 
tions of boundary filled a large place. Any adequate 

•The treaty was agreed upon April 11, 1803 (King to the 
Secretary of State, December 9, 1803. American State 
Papers, For. Rel, II., 591), and signed May 12, 1803. The 
Louisiana treaty was signed April 30, 1803, but King knew 
nothing of it until May 15. The 5^enate c6nsent^ d-iQ.^he 

^r atification of the TCinp- treaty' affpr \\ hffxj ^yp^^g^^ thA f^ffrh 

ju-ticle . Rati figatkmti 6i the amgnded .treaty wei:e never-cx- 
.fihangecT '^m. State~Fdpers, For. Rel, IL, 584. 

•Madison to Livingston, Jan. 31, 1804; Am. State Papers, 
For. Rel, II., 574. 

" A negotiation begun by Monroe and Pinkney in 1807 .upon 
the subject of the northern and northeastern boundaries was 
interrupted by the Leopard-Chesapeake occurrence. Am. 
State Papers, For. Rel, III., 162-65, 185. 
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THE NORTHEASTERN BOUNDARY CONTROVERSY 7 

treatment of the subject would involve a greater space 
than can be given it here." The British commissioners 
early stated that they were authorized to revise the 
northern boundary, but at first they expressly dis- 
claimed any intention of acquiring any increase of ter- 
ritory, saying that they desired a revision merely to pre- 
vent uncertainty and dispute." The purpose of this 
revision was soon disclosed, however, when the British 
commissioners demanded a direct communication from 
Halifax to Quebec by a cession of that portion of the 
territory claimed by the district of Maine and of a part 
of the so-called "Highlands," which intervened between 
the places named and prevented that communication. 
This proposal was rejected, the American commission- 
ers denying any authority to cede any part of the terri- 
tory of the United States." To this it was replied that 
the boundary of Maine had never been ascertained, 
that possession by the United States of the territory 
never occupied which interrupted communication be- 

" Moore, International Arbitrations , I., 69-72; Am. State 
Papers, For. ReL, III., 695-748; IV., 808-11. 

" The American Commissioners to Monroe, August 12, 1814 ; 
Am. State Papers, For. ReL, III., 705. Protocol of August 8, 
1814; ibid., 708. 

"The American Commissioners to Monroe, August 19, 
1814; Am. State Papers, For. ReL, III., 709. Moore, I., 69. 
"It must be admitted that the p^ropositions and the explana- 
tions of the British commissioners did not fit well together. 
It was they themselves who brought forward the subject of 
the boundaries; and they at the outset proposed a Variation' 
of the line for a specific purpose. Nor had the American 
government 'asserted' any boundary line but in the lan- 
guage of the treaty of 1783." But compare Madison's opinion 
that the Highlands had no definite existence. The American 
Commissioners to the British Commissioners, August 24, 
1814; Am. State Papers, For. ReL, III., 712. 
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8 DIPLOMACY UNDSR TYLER AND POLK 

tween Halifax and Quebec was not contemplated by 
the treaty of 1783." The American representatives 
thereupon took the ground, which was afterward main- 
tained by the United States, that there was no uncer- 
tainty in the terms of the treaty of 1783, and that 
nothing further was required than that the boundary 
line so described v should be definitely ascertained by 
surveys. So the matter stood until the American com- 
missioners submitted a pro jet of a treaty. In it a stip- 
ulation was inserted for the location of the boundary 
line from the St. Croix through the Highlands to the 
head of the Connecticut River, or to the forty-fifth 
parallel, by commissioners named and acting similarly 
to those appointed to determine the true St. Croix 
under Jay's treaty. This stipulation was agreed to by 
the British plenipotentiaries." 

The temper of the negotiation, however,, marked a 

new stage in the northeastern boundary contention. 

The war had demonstrated to Great Britam tfie^desir- 

^aSiIitv ot _^onmiunication oyfrlr^"^ b^t^^.^"- Halifax 

JindjQudiec^.and h^, d^^ .Upon that fact. 

On j he^otherhan d^ the, Ameri can commissioners took 

.the firm position t hat no part of t he district of Maine 

.could be ceded, a position which was hostileuto^the 

spirit of compromise. N ot un til 182 1 did th e coip mis- 

, sioner s^jtppointed under the treaty of Ghent .la.4eter- 

mine the boundary line ,^ finish thei^^ andlhe»-only 

by agreeing to disagree, each making a separate repprt 

"The British Commissioners to the American Commission- 
ers, September 19, 1814; ibid,, 717-18. 

"Articles 5 and 6, Treaties and Conventions, 402; Davis's 
Notes, ibid., 1329; Decision of the Commissioners under the 
Sixth Article of the Treaty of Ghent, June 18, 1822 ; ibid., 407. 
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to h is government." Thus the matter stood as it had 
since 15^94 ^^tH 1823^ when the United States again be- 
gan, through Rush and afterward through Gallatin, 
the negotiations which resulted in the treaty of 18 2; 
In this, xesort was had to the arbltratiorTora friendly 
sovereign, or state, as was provided by the treaty of 
Ghent, in case the commissioners thereunder finally 
disagreed. Thiy firhitratinn convention of 1827 set V, 
forth with definiteness the method of submittin g the 
case for arbitration. Each side was to prepare a state- 
ment of its case together with all the documents bear- 
ing thereon, with the understanding that Mitchell's 
map, which was used by the framers of the treaty of 
1783, and an agreed map of later date (upon which 
the watercourses were shown) were to be the only 
maps to be. admitted as evidence." Gallatin, who ner V* 

gotiated the treaty an^ afterward prepfj^reH tlie Ameri- 

xan statement of the case (probably the most complete 

e.ypr_n2ad^)j rnrrf^ct]y pr^HirteH the, 9"trnTrie af the 

arbitration, which was referr ^d-tO-JJie. King of the 
Netherlands, when he reported that, in his judgment, 
an umpire, whether h e be King o r farmer^ rarely jde- 
cideson strict principles of law : he has always a bias 
to try, if p ossible, to split the dii ference/'^Such ade- 
cision, indeed^ was made by the judge early in 1831. 
Of the twelve thousand square miles Tn"* controversy; 

^* American State Papers, For. Rel, V., 138-39; VI., 821, 893- 
945» 999-1000; Davis, Notes, 1329; Moore, International Arbi- 
trations, I., 72-83. 

"-rffn. State Papers, For. Rel, VI., 643, 700-6; Adams, 
Gallatin, II.,. 544-45; Moore, Int Arbitrations, I., 85-138. 

^Treaties and Conventions, 429. 
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%^ about eight thousand were given to the United States." 

^ .Xhe — g<-af^ qf Mainp, w h^'ch h ad taken strong 

ground aga inst the_ encroachm ent of Great Britain 

V J^^ ^?^ rnpmnha^i^^d CQne^^^g...Jl^jy^_ .^^ subject, 
refused to agree to the decision of the arbitrator. 
Jackson was in"_fayor of adhering to the decision 
^ of _t]ie -King^.Qt^ t he JN etherl ands. TThe constitu- 
tional objections to the cession of territory be- 
longing to, or at least claimed by, a state was 
not seriously considered by Jackson, who, before 
making any offer to Maine of a land grant in the west 
as a douceur for its concession, was determined to 
accept the award of the King of the Netherlands as 
final and to issue his proclamation so announcing it, 
without consulting the Senate. It is stated, upon the 
authority of Forsyth, that Jackson was driven from 
this course by the representation of his friends in 
Maine, who said that such a proceeding would lose 
the state to the Democratic party. Jackson was further 
reported to have said that "it was somewhat singular, 
that the only occasion of importance in his life in which 

"Award of the King of the Netherlands; Moore, op, cit., 
I., 119-36. In the place of the line of the Highlands a con- 
ventional line was suggested by the arbitrator because, while 
the term "Highlands" was applicable to a watershed even 
though it might not be mountainous, or even hilly, it was not 
shown that the boundaries described in the treaty of 1783 
coincided with the ancient limits of the British province, nor 
in fact did the line of the Highlands as claimed by either 
Great Britain or the United States answer the requirements 
of that treaty. The British claim as to the northwesternmost 
head of the Connecticut was allowed. Admittmg that Rouse's 
Point was within British territory, the award recommended 
that "the United States be left in possession of it." The 
award was thus "recommendatory rather than decisive." 
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he had allowed himself to be overruled by his friends, 
was one of all others in which he ought to have ad- 
hered to his own opinions." " He then proposed that 
Maine should accept a million acres of public land in 
the West as an equivalent for the territory claimed by 
her beyond the line designated by the award of the 
Dutch king. Nothing came of the proposal.** The re- 

SUltS of the arbitr ation wpr<^ nncofiQfartnry tO Gr**?.^ 

Brita in and the award was rejected." F rom this time 
until Tyler's administration nothing was~done looking j 
loward t he s^t^lempnt ^f th^ nnrfh^^^fp^m boundary 
question beyond an intermittent corresp ondence, which 
grew more and^more bitter jn tone. ^ Frequent cla shes 
upon the border, which resulted in the so-called 
" AroostQok -WarlLof ..i8J9j together with the feeling 
a^inst Great JBritain growing out of the Caroline and 
McLeod cases and . the domineering attitude of Lord 
Palmerston's ministry, tended to bring the relations 
between the United States and Great Britain to a state 
of high tension* and such it was when Webster suc- 
ceeded Forsyth 51s secretary of state. 

Buchanan, as chairman of the Senate committee on 
foreign relations, reported April 14, 1840, and thus 
stated the position of the Van Buren administration, 

"Webster, Diplomatic and OMcial Papers, Introduction, 
IX.; Benton's Speech, Cong. Globe, 27 Cong., 3 Sess., App., 
5; Webster, Works, V., 97, note; Sen. Ex. Doc. 3, 22 Cong., 
I Sess. 

''Moore, op. cit, I., 138; Sen. Ex. Doc. 431, 23 Cong., 2 
Sess. In 1832 an agreement to this end was entered into by 
Livingston, McLane, and Woodbury on the part of the United 
States and by Preble, Williams, and Emery on the part of 
Maine, but no ratification followed. 

"Br. and For. State Papers, XXII., 772, 776, 783. 
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with which the committee was in accord: "The terri- 
torial rights of Maine have been ' uniformly asserted, 
^ and a firm determination to maintain them has been 
invariably evinced; though this has been done in an 
amicable spirit. So far as the committee can exercise 
any influence over the subject, they are resolved that 
if war should be the result, which they confidently 
hope may not bq the case, this war shall be rendered 
inevitable by the conduct of the British Government. 
They have believed this to be the surest mode of unit- 
ing every American heart and every American arm in 
defense of tjie just rights of the country i . • . 
While the Cgmmittee can perceive no just cause at the 
present moment for; anticipating hostilities between the 
two coimtries, they would not be understood as express- 
ing the opinion that their country should not be pre- 
pared to meet any emergency." " This was hardly the 
attitude to take if a successful plan of arbitration was 
to be arrived at. Fox's pro jet for an arbitration treaty 
was followed by Fors)rth's counter-projet in August, 
1840, and Fox referred it to Palmerston. Webster 
thus described the last stage of Van Buren's negotia- 
tion: "Lord Palmerston would have nothing to do 
with [Forsyth's counter-projet]. He would not an- 
swer it; he would not touch it; he gave up the nego- 
tiations in apparent despair. .Two years before, the 
parties had agreed on the principle of joint-explora- 
tion, and the principle of arbitration" as a faithful 
adherence to the stipulations of the treaty of Ghent. 
"But in their subsequent correspondence, on matters 

'^ Reports of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 
v., 601. 
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of detail, modes of proceeding, and subordinate ar- 
rangements, they had, through the whole two years, 
constantly receded farther, and farther, and farther 
from each other. They were flying apart; and, like 
two orbs moving in opposite directions, could only 
meet after they should have traversed the whole 
circle.""* 

Early in March, 1839, Forsyth, tiring of the inter- 
minable discussion of the northeastern boundary ques- 
tion, suggested to the President that Webster be sent 
to England as a special envoy to take charge of the 
embarrassing negotiations and to endeavor to frame V 
a treaty which would effectually remove all causes of 
irritation. Webster was not displeased at the sugges- 
tion, although it came from his political opponents, 
and at once drew up a scheme for the settlement of 
the boundary question, which he submitted to the sec- 
retary of state. Forsyth's suggestion was not adopted 
by Van Buren. Webster, however, outlined a plan 
for the settlement, of which three years afterward he, 
himself, made use. Curtis, in his life of Webster, says 
that he had been unable to find the sketch of Webster's 
scheme, though he knew such a one had been in ex- 
istence." Dr. Van Tyne, in his recently printed 'Xet- 
ters of Daniel Webster," has supplied the deficiency.** 
When Webster became secretary of state and began 
the consideration of the boundary question, he adopted 
mutatis mutandis the scheme which he had submitted 
to Forsyth three years before. The plan proposed 
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Webster, Works, V., 93. 

Curtis, Life of Webster, II., 3, note. 

Van Tyne, Letters of Daniel Webster, 215. 
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that the negotiation should be conducted from the first 
in a manner at once informal and conciliatory, and 
that the case of the United States should be presented 
as concisely as possible, in order that England should 
be bound to take her ground, either by asserting a 
line conformable to her interpretation of the original 
treaty, as she had done prior to the former arbitration, 
or else by assuming the position that, owing to the in- 
definiteness of the description in the treaty, the boun- 
dary line could not be found. If she adopted the first 
position, the United States should show how impossible 
it would be to reconcile Great Britain's pretensions with 
the terms of the treaty ; if the second, the*United States 
should urge the ex parte surveys, especially the one 
made by the state of Maine. "But," Webster con- 
tinued, "however the argument may stand, it is prob- 
able that England will not, gratuitously, yield lier pre- 
tensions and something must be yielded by us, since 
the subject has actually become matter of negotiation. 
A conventional line, therefore, is to be regarded as a 
leading and most promising of adjustments," to which 
the consent of the state of Maine should be first had. 
Only in case a conventional line could not be agreed 
upon should recourse be again had to arbitration. 
That it would be necessary to gain the previous con- 
sent of Maine and Massachusetts to any settlement was 
not a new idea with Webster. Van Buren had already 
attempted it,'' and so had Jackson after the award of 
the King of the Netherlands. Nor was the proposition 
to adopt a conventional line instead of standing upon 

"Moore, Ini, Arbitrations, I., 140; S. Ex, Doc. 319, 25 
Cong., 2 Sess. 
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the terms of the original treaty a new one. The King 
of the Netherlands had suggested a conventional line. 
The germ of the idea is referable to Madison, who 
believed that the Highlands had no existence. In 1838 
Forsyth, as Van Buren's secretary of state, sounded 
the government of Maine upon its willingness to agree 
to a conventional line in preference to another resort 
to arbitration. The legislature of that state answered 
that it was equally opposed to a conventional line and 
to a new arbitration ; the occupation of all the territory 
claimed by it was insisted upon. 

Palmerston's suggestion, made after the repudiation 
of the arbitration award, that the disputed territory be 
equally divided, even if seriously made, was not con- 
sidered by the United States." It can hardly be called 
a proposal for a conventional line. The adoption of a 
conventional line would have been as if two parties 
who had fallen out over a contract, the impossibility 
of a proper performance of which had been demon- 
strated, were to agree to a supplementary contract, re- 
affirming the terms of the original agreement in so far 
as that was possible, and coming together upon new 
terms in place of those found impossible of execution. 
In other words, a new boundary treaty should define 
the terms of the former instrument without dependence 
upon any interpretation which might have been placed 
upon that earlier treaty by either party or by a tribunal 
of arbitration. Webster^s plaq Ay^ /g pg<;<>ntia11y a nnn- 
liti ^ous on e; c oncession uoon on^ side i mpl'*"" ^^"- 
cession upon the other. The impracticability of his 
idea was that it was essentially a compromise. The 

* V^alpole, History of England, Ed. 1890, V., 328. 
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danger of all quid pro quo treaties is that popular ap- 
proval of them is difficult to obtain. Reference to arbi- 
tration was a programme of litigation pure and simple, 
by which each side would be sure to claim every- 
thing possible in the hope that the award of arbitration 
would be a compromise of conflicting pretensions. 

Van Buren's administration, instead of adopting 
Webster's plan because blocked by the opposition of 
Maine, again proceeded upon the theory that arbitra- 
tion was the only method of solution. Webster, with 
some show of partisanship, thus characterized the ne- 
gotiations immediately prior to his taking office : "The 
merits of the boundary question were never discussed 
by Mr. Van Buren to any extent. The thing that his 
administration discussed was the formation of a con- 
vention of exploration and arbitration to settle the 
question. . . . the whole correspondence turned 
on the arrangement of details of a convention for 
arbitration. ... It was because these subordinate 
questions respecting the convention for arbitration had 
got into so much perplexity, were so embarrassed with 
projects and counter-projects, had become so difficult 
and entangled ; an^ because every effort to disentangle 
them had made the matter worse," that the Van Buren 
negotiation came to nothing. "It was an endless dis- 
cussion of details and forms of proceeding in which 
the parties receded farther and farther from each other 
every day." * 

The northeastern boundary controversy was but one 
of the legacies left by the administration of Van Buren. 
The McLe£^L£a£& the seizure of the Caroline , and the 



Webster, Works, V., 114. 
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question of right of r^ftfllfh in rnnnrrliom with the 
s uppres sion , pf the 49,Y^-tr.ad^-^ach,.. QD^..ol ^ these )(^ 
had been disgyLs,seibx»v^ 
S^es in such a manner. a^JguaixmsaJtke^ 
that^might end in y/cpr. The truculent attitude of 
Lord Palmerston and the large number of British 
troops despatched to Canada aggravated the unfriendly, 
if not hostile, demeanor of the American people. On the 
other hand, the English were embittered by their losses 
in American securities through repudiation and bank- 
ruptcy, and were disgusted by the sundry descriptions 
of American manners and domestic institutions which 
travelers such as Mrs. Trollope and Miss Martineau/ 
had printed. American society was represented to be 
a compound of vulgarity, brutality, and dishonesty in 
which the evils of slavery, rampant speculation, bank- 
ruptcy, and repudiation filled a large place. Added to 
these elements of discord was the jealousy with which 
the growing power and importance of the United 
States were looked upon. The temper of both peoples 
was irritable and, without a decided change in diplo- 
matic manners, might have led to war. 

The case of McLeod and that of the Caroline were 
closely connected and grew out of the Canada upris- 
ing of 1837. The circumstances of each, so important 
constitutionally as well as diplomatically, in which 
Seward as well as Webster played an important part, 
remain to be reviewed. The Caroline, an American 
steamer, had been used in aid of the Canadian rebel- 
lion. An expedition from Canada crossed the river, cut 
the vessel loose from her moorings on the American^ 
side, fired her, and sent her down(^ey Niagara Falls. 
During the disturbance an AmencSn citizen named 
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Durfree was killed. Some time afterward a British , 
subject, Alexander McLeod, was arrested in New York 
/^ by the authorities of that state for the murder of Dur- 
free. The seizure of the Caroline took place late in De- 
cember, 1837. McLeod was not arrested until Novem- 
ber, 1840. The position which Great Britain, at first 
vaguely, and afterward distinctly, assumed was that 
the seizure of the Caroline in American waters was 
an act of public force, which it avowed and justified 
as a proper and necessary measure of self-defense. If 
this position (and it was one which could not be de- 
nied by the United States) was as correct as it was 
bold, the arrest and detention of McLeod by civil or 
criminal powers were in violation of international 
rights and usages. The immediate release of McLeod 
was demanded by Fox, the British minister at Wash- 
ington, upon the ground that the prisoner, while en- 
gaged in the Caroline affair, was performing an act 
of public duty for which he could not be made per- 
sonally and individually answerable to the laws and 
tribunals of any country.*' That the seizure of the 
Caroline was an invasion and a violation of the terri- 
tory of the United States had been the position of 
Forsyth from the time of the occurrence^ but nothing 
looking toward satisfaction for the act had been accom- 
plished. The arrest of McLeod, nearly three years 
after the Caroline was burned, aroused the British 
ministry to such an extent that they overlooked the 
affront to the United States by the violation of its 
territory. Avowing responsibility for the former act, 

■•Fox to Webster, March 12, 1841; Webster, Diplomatic 
and OMcial Papers, 120-21. 
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Fox formally and peremptorily demanded McLeod's 
release. The method of Fox's negotiation and the 
language which he employed were not calculated to 
aid in harmonious intercourse, and his usefulness at 
Washington was really at an end. 

The arrest of McLeod upon a charge of murder ! 
awakened all the dormant distrust with which England * X 
regarded the United States, and the danger of war 
was imminent. Webster was informed by a prominent 
Englishman that there was but one feeling on the sub- 
ject among all parties and all ranks ; if McLeod should 
be condemned it would be such an outrage upon inter- 
national justice that the scabbard must be thrown 
away at once." Cass, the American minister at Paris, 
then, as always, an Anglophobe, wrote : "I suppose you 
are aware of the instructions given by the British 
ministry to their minister at Washington. The subject 
is no secret here, and was freely spoken of to me by 
one who knew. If McLeod is executed, the minister 
is to leave the United States. It is the casus belli. 
But any sentence short of this is not to lead to this 
result."" Again he wrote: "We must not shut our 
eyes to the fact that a war with us would meet with 
almost universal support in England.'* "* Palmerston 
informed Stevenson that McLeod's execution would be "y 
the signal for war.** 

"Vernon Harcourt to Webster, March 12, 1841; Curtis, 
Life of Webster, IL, 62, note. 

"Cass to Webster, March 5, 1841; Curtis, Webster, IL, 62. 

" Cass to Webster, March 15, 1841 ; ibid., 64. 

•*Bulwer, Palmerston, III., 46, 49. Quoted by Walpole, 

v., 332. 
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The temper in Washington, which Fox's note to 
Forsyth aroused, boded trouble. A hostile report was 
made in the House by the committee on foreign rela- 
tions, which suggested the advisability of arming the 
country. This report was referred to the committee 
on military affairs, where it fortunately slept while 
the Van Buren administration went out of office and 
the Whigs came into power. 

The diplomatic misunderstanding was not confined 
to this side of the Atlantic or to the somewhat arro- 
gant manner of Fox. The United States minister at 
the Court of St. James was Andrew Stevenson. After 
twelve years' service in Congress, seven of which were 
as speaker of the House, he was appointed minister to 
England by Jackson and was continued in that 
capacity until Van Buren's term ended. During the 
last part of his mission he was engaged in a discussion 
with Lords Pahnerston and Aberdeen upon the African 
slave-trade and the right of visitation and search. 
These were allied questions which the United States 
met with growing sensitiveness, a sensitiveness which 
was the keener from the realization that this country, 
while committed to the suppression of the slave-trade 
by a long series of official expressions, found itself 
disinclined, on account of its domestic institution of 
slavery, to cooperate with the other nations of Christ- 
endom for the effectual abolition of the trade." The 
European view, first adopted by Great Britain, was that 
the trade could not be wiped out without some, con- 
cession involving a mutual right, if not of search, at 

"Du Bois, The Suppression of the African Slave-Trade, 
passim. 
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least of visitation, of merchant vessels suspected of 
being slavers. As stated by Du Bois: "If a fully 
equipped slaver sailed from New York, Havana, Rio 
Janeiro, or Liverpool, she had only to hoist the Stars 
and Stripes in order to proceed unmolested on her 
piratical voyage ; for there was seldom a United States 
cruiser to be met with, and there were, on the other 
hand, diplomats at Washington so jealous of the honor 
of the flag that they would prostitute it to crime rather 
than allow an English or a French cruiser in any way 
to interfere."** Without doubt, the contention of the 
United States as to England's pretensions to a right 
of visit was technically correct. This was a position 
taken by authorities in international law with almost 
perfect unanimity. Nevertheless, it was clear that if 
the slave-trade was to be suppressed, each nation must 
zealously keep her flag from fraudulent use or, as a 
labor-saving device, must depute this duty to others 
for limited places and in special circumstances. 

In connection with his protest against any visitation 
of vessels flying the American flag, even though they 
might be known to be slavers and pirates under federal 
law, Stevenson told Palmerston in 1841 "that there 
is no shadow of pretense for excusing, much less justi- 
fying, any such right. That it is wholly immaterial 
whether the vessels be equipped for, or actually en- 
gaged in, slave traffic, or not, and consequently the 
right to search or detain even slave vessels must be 
confined to the ships or vessels of those nations with 
whom it may have treaties on the subject." " That the 

"^Ibid., 143. 

"//. Bx. Doc. 34, 27 Cong., i Sess., 5-6, quoted by Du Bois, 

145. 
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United States would not be included among nations 
of this last class was evident from Forsyth's statement 
that this country had determined not to become a party 
to any convention on the subject of the slave-trade." 

Such was the unsatisfactory condition of affairs with 
Great Britain with which Webster had to deal upon 
his entering into the office of secretary of state. Har- 
rison had intended offering the state portfolio to Clay 
and that of the treasury to Webster. Clay declined 
any position whatever in the Whig administration. 
Webster's own inclination was not to accept an ap- 
pointment from Harrison, unless it might be the post 
of minister at the Court of St. James, but upon the 
tender by the President of either the state department 
or the treasury," Webster chose the former. Soon 
after his acceptance of the position Webster began 
the consideration of the problems which were to be 
attacked as soon as he came into office. He undertook 
the preliminaries for the adjustment of the boundary 
question, as he had outlined them to Forsyth three 
years before, by sounding the authorities of Maine and 
Massachusetts upon the possibility of their acceptance 
of a conventional line.*" 

At the time of Harrison's inauguration, however, 
the McLeod case was pressing for attention. A week 

^ Br. and for. State Papers, 1834-5, 136, quoted by Du 
Bois, 142. 

"Harrison to Webster, December i, 1840, Webster to Har- 
rison, December 11, 1840; Curtis, Webster, II., 48, 50. 

** Webster to Theophilus Parsons, January 28, 1841, same 
to C. F. Adams, January 30, 1841 ; Van Tyne, Letters of 
Daniel Webster, 227-30. Gov. Kent to Webster, February 
17, 1841; Curtis, Webster, II., 59. Webster to Kent, ibid., 
II., 60. 
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after Webster assumed the secretaryship he received 
the letter from Fox mentioned above, in which the 
British minister demanded the immediate release of 
McLeod. Fox declined to notice the peculiar relations 
of the various states with the federal government, and 
refused to admit that the separate state was an inde- 
pendent body over which the federal government had 
no control. He looked to the federal government to 
right the wrong, as that government was the only one 
with which foreign powers had to deal. Fox pro- 
ceeded to state that the British government demanded 
McLeod's release upon the assumption that he was one 
of the persons engaged in the capture of the steamboat 
Caroline, although it believed that he was not, in fact, 
engaged in that transaction. Whether McLeod was, 
or was not, a party to the Caroline affair made no 
difference. He was held under arrest for trial for 
his alleged connection with a transaction which the 
British government avowed to be of a public character, 
for which the persons engaged in it could not incur 
private or personal responsibility." It is questionable' 
if the position assumed by Fox, which his government 
endorsed, could be sustained by the law of nations if 
pressed to its logical end. His underlyinp^ thesis wai 
that the United Stat es ;^s a rfatit^n rntilH nnf- gnhjant t^ ^ 
itsjDwn municipal laws g|i,.aliea wio .had.Jii:iolat«4-«uch 

laws if in such. ^yiolatioix the..aliea.had..^^.r.e§,^.-4i- 
rection and.aujthprity for so daing. The British de- 
mand for the surrender of McLeod can only be justified 
on the ground that the attack on the Caroline was 



"Fox to Webster, March 12, 1841; Webster, Diplomatic and 
OMcial Papers, 122-23. 



24 DIPIyOMACY UNDER TYI^ER AND POI^K 

excusable on the plea of necessity.^ This was the view 
held by Calhoun in the Senate debate upon the sub- 
ject, and he was supported in it by Lieber and Law- 
rence.** That the destruction of the Caroline was due 
J to necessity Fox did not claim. Webster expressly 
denied it, although Ashburton made that plea. Fox 
put McLeod's alleged action upon the basis of public 
duty and not upon the ground of necessity. Upon 
consultation with the President, Webster decided to 
accept Fox's view of the case, that as the British gov- 
ernment had avowed the act of the destruction of the 
Caroline to be a public act, then McLeod, if engaged 
in the enterprise, was acting under the autliority of 
his sovereign, and was, therefore, not amenable to the 
criminal process of the state in which he was arrested. 

Unfortunately for the carrying through of the policy 
based upon this view of the case, the f ederal g-nvg rn- 

McJnffP^j otherwise Webster would have made merely 
a demand for redress on account of the violation of 
United States territory, which the seizure and destruc- 
tion of the Caroline clearly were. Miififid--S(IL§J? ^^^ 
haud8„g^.|hs,gj;ate attth9Xi]a^Qf J:^.QS^^ and his^ase 
had j^.^^u. ., j§yet-i(0Jr*4wal- -ia the . May following. Upon 
the receipt of Fox's note, Webster instructed the attor- 
ney general to furnish McLeod's counsel with authentic 
evidence that the destruction of the Caroline had been 
avowed by the British government as an act of force 
done by national authority. "You will see," said 
Webster, "that McLeod has skilful and eminent coun- 

"■ Calhoun, Works, III;, 6i8. 

*• Wharton, Digest of International Law, Art. 21. 
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sel, and . . . that it is the wish of this Govern- 
ment that, in case his defense be overruled by the eourt, 
in which he shall be tried, proper steps be taken imme- 
diately for removing the cause, by writ of error, to 
the Supreme Court of the United States." ** 

Thus began what might have furnished the Supreme 
Court with an important constitutional question for 
its decision, but the course of the courts led in a dif- 
ferent direction. Governor Seward denied that he in- 
tended to order a nolle prosequi in the case. The 
government's assistance in McLeod's defense was as- 
sailed as an unwarrantable interference by Webster in 
the internal affairs of the State of New York. 

Before Fox's note could be answered Harrison died, 
and Tyler took up the consideration of the McLeod 
case as it had been outlined by Webster. The new 
president approved Webster's plan, which, to restate 
it, was ( I ) to stand upon the avowal by Great Britain 
of the destruction of the Caroline as a public act ; and 
(2) to assist McLeod in making the defense that in 
taking part in the Caroline imbroglio he was acting V^ 
under authority, and hence was not amenable to the 
municipal laws of the State of New York, a plea which 
Webster believed to be good in law. From this policy 
he hoped to have two results, (i) the conciliation of 
Great Britain, by not taking issue on the question of 
public responsibility; and (2) the avoidance of a clash 
with the state authorities on a question of jurisdiction. 
Webster proceeded to answer Fox's note in a manner 
which, while it delayed the final issue between them 

** Curtis, Webster, II., 67. 
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until the trial of McLeod was had, produced a quieting 
effect upon Lord Palmerston and the British people." 

Webster's answer emphasized the importance with 
which the United States regarded Fox's explicit 
avowal. "After this avowal, individuals in it might 
not, by the principles of public law, be holden person- 
ally responsible in the ordinary tribunals of law for 
their participation in it." Webster then informed Fox 
that authentic evidence of the avowal by the British 
government had been furnished McLeod's counsel by 
the President's direction. "It is now competent for 
McLeod, by the ordinary process of habeas corpus, to 
bring his case for hearing before the supreme court 
of New York. The undersigned hardly needs to 
assure Mr. Fox, that a tribunal so eminently distin- 
guished for ability and learning as the Supreme Court 
of the State of New York, may be safely relied upon 
for the just and impartial administration of the law 
in this as well as in other cases." ** Much to Webster's 
disgust, however, the writ of habeas corpus was denied 
and McLeod was remanded for trial. The supreme 
court of the State of New York, in an opinion which 
was severely criticised, denied the doctrine that an in- 
>* dividual alien can escape personal responsibility for 
an act if the sovereign of that alien avows the act as 
a public one. McLeod's counsel dropped Webster's 
defense and in October proceeded to trial, resting upon 
an alibi. Perhaps never has this much abused defense 
done better service. The alibi was proved, McLeod 
was acquitted, and the casus belli removed as far as 

**John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XL, 21. 
*• Webster to Fox, April 24, 1841; Webster, Diplomatic and 
Official Papers, 127. 
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McLeod was concerned. The g^ievagggj^i^^lfJUaited 

^^aUi^i iflca^'"*'^ ^'^irnt Britain ^^^ ^^? violat^'^ ^f its 

territory _b3^ th& seizurg^,Qf. , th^ (Tarr^ttM .r^naaiined to 

hp aHjj^,Qt^^^ In order to prevent future arrests by 
state authorities of aliens accused of acts for which 
their sovereign accepted responsibility, Webster drafted 
a law which was passed by Congress in August, 1842. 
This statute gave the federal courts power to grant ^ 
writs of habeas corpus in all cases where aliens were 
confined in jail on account of any act done under the 
authority of a foreign state, the validity of which 
would depend upon the law of nations.*^ 

John Quincy Adams noted in his diary that the end 
of the McLeod case relieved the United States from all 
immediate danger of hostile collision with Great 
Britain, but left the negotiations with that country 
"upon the Maine boundary, the South Sea boundary, 
the slave-trade and the seizure of our ships on the 
coast of Africa thorns to be extracted by purer and 
more skilful hands than are to be found in the Admin- 
istration of John Tyler." * The fall of the Melbourne 
ministry, of which Lord Palmerston had been the for- 
eign secretary, and the formation of a cabinet under 
the premiership of Sir Robert Peel, with Lord Aber- 
deen as minister of foreign affairs, laid the foundation 
for a better feeling between the two countries. Ouf ;| -v^ 
of it came the special mission of Lord Ashburton, to 
whom, with Tyler and Webster, the credit is due for 
the removal of the thorns which John Quincy Adams 
believed could not be removed. 
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United States Compiled Statutes (1901), Section 763. 
John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XI., 27. 



CHAPTER II 

The Ashburton Treaty 

The valedictories of Palmerston as foreign secre- 
tary under Melbourne and of Stevenson as Van 
Buren's envoy were not calculated to make the prob- 
lems which confronted their successors any easier of 
solution. Following immediately upon the writing of 
Palmerston's note to Stevenson, in which he upbraided 
the United States for its practical, if not intentional, 
double-dealing in reference to the suppression of the 
slave-trade, the Liberals were defeated in Parliament * 
and Sir Robert Peel was sent for by the Queen to 
undertake the formation of a new government. In it 
Lord Aberdeen, who had held the same position from 
1828 to 1830, was made foreign secretary. A brilliant 
historian of our own day has thus contrasted the fall 
from power of the Whigs under Melbourne with the 
earlier government of Grey: "The heroic measures 
which the Whigs promoted under Grey lost them the 
support of their more timid followers. The constant 
concessions which emasculated their policy under Mel- 
bourne estranged from them earnest reformers. The 

* Palmerston to Stevenson, August 27, 1841. This was an- 
swered by Stevenson in a note addressed to Aberdeen, Octo- 
ber 10, 1841, the day Stevenson left London. Everett's intro- 
duction to Webster's Diplomatic and OMcial Papers, VH. 
Edward Everett was appointed in Stevenson's place July 24, 
1841, but was not presented until the following December. 
Webster to Cass, April 5, 1842; Giartis, Webster, II., 184. 
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history of the Whigs under Grey thus becomes a chron- 
icle of great successes ; their history under Melbourne 
is a story of compromises. There are few things more 
exhilarating in history than the annals of the Whigs 
under the one minister ; there are few things more 
disheartening than the story of their decline and fall 
under the other. Under Grey the Whigs lost their 
popularity, but they retained their credit. Under Mel- 
bourne they lost their credit without recovering their 
popularity." * As to Palmerston's foreign policy, how- 
ever, a decided exception is made. Palmerston's policy, 
fortiter in re but not suaviter in modo, was undeniably 
popular in England. Much of what in later days has 
been called jingoism was a large ingredient in the 
foreign policy of the Whig statesman. That it added 
to the already unpleasant feeling between the United 
States and Great Britain robbed it of no popularity 
in England. None of the questions at issue between 
the two countries was of transcendant importance to 
the British mind. "A policy which had foiled the 
French, and produced a fresh naval victory [i. e., 
Napier's over Miguel, off Cape Saint Vincent, July 2, 
1833] was seen to be popular," says the same writer, 
Walpole. "The consistency, moreover, which Palmer- 
ston had displayed from first to last, the firmness with 
which he maintained his opinions, the promptitude 
with which he had acted on them was calculated to 
make a profound impression upon the public mind. 
Every one knew the difficulties which he had success- 
fully surmounted, the faint support which the ministry 
was receiving from Parliament, and the rabid oppo- 

* Walpole, History of England, IV., 226. 
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sition of the French nation. It was natural in these 
circumstances that the fame of the British foreign 
minister should be raised to an extraordinary height 
by the skill of his plans and the vigor of his blow. 
Throughout Europe, throughout the East, throughout 
Britain itself, the name of Palmerston was on every 
lip. He had raised the honor of Great Britain to a 
level which it had not reached since the days of Water- 
loo. Other statesmen had won unanimity by conces- 
sion; he alone had won unanimity by success^" 
Stripped of the phrase of panegyric, all this means 
\ that under Palmerston, as under later statesmen on 

both sides of the Atlantic, jingoism was popular. 
. Palmerston's attitude had resulted in the rabid oppo- 

sition of the French to the English nation, as Disraeli 
noted, and it was one of Peel's first duties to overcome 
this feeling. Although it had been said that Aberdeen 
was less liberal in his foreign policy than his prede- 
cessor,* his first endeavor was to smooth away all the 
bad temper to which Palmerston's aggressive asperities 
had given rise. Under Palmerston everything was 
' directed toward diplomatic victories for England; 
Aberdeen's policy was to lay the foundations for a 
better understanding on the part of England and other 
nations.. The fruits of this policy were soon seen in 
the negotiation which resulted in the signing of the 
/][iiintji ple treaty by Grea t Brita in, France, Prussia, 
Austria, and Russia, December 20, 1841. 

By this treaty The four continental, powers agreed 
to adopt the British laws .re.latmg^Jo^ the slaye-trade 
and gave to each other a partial right of search. "It 

'Ibid., IV., 334. 
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wa s,'' said Aberdeen to Ev erett^ "in tmtli-^ holy^ ^alli- 
ance, in which he would. _IiaYe-~teioiced. tQ gee the 
tJnited States assume the?> prnp^^ plar^ Rm^^ff the 
great powers o f Christeiidoj». - loF€mo&t.-_ia_pQwer, 
wealth, and civilization and connected together in the 
c ause of "mercy and peace." * This was as much of an 
overture as was made to have the United States join 
the five European powers in a combined effort to put 
down the slave-trade. The tone of this letter of Aber- 
deen was conciliatory in the extreme. It purported 
to be an answer to Stevenson's letter of October 21, 
and as it was the first expression of the new govern- 
ment upon the question of search, it is of great im- 
portance. Written upon the sapie day upon which the 
quintuple treaty was signed, it shows strikingly how 
the policy of Aberdeen differed from that of Palmer- 
ston. At the out.Sfit he abandonedjthe j)psi^^^^ 
predecessor, and renounced -theJdea -that the right of ^ yA 
search was, except under positive treaty stipulations, 
anything but a belligerent right. Basing his position 
upon the fact that slavers were usually provided with ' 
two sets of papers, one of which was frequently Ameri- 
can, he stated that the sole purpose of British cruisers 
was to ascertain whether vessels met with were really 
American, or whether they were of another nationality 
fraudulently provided with a set of American papers. 
It was notorious that the practice of sailing with double 
selFwas a growing one. Trist,_the Americans-consul 
at Havana, was charged with making a regular. business 
^oT'providing TBrazilian and other slavers with false 

* Aberdeen to Everett, December 20, 1841; Webeter, Diplo- 
matic and OMcial Papers, 145. 
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American papers, and upon investigation he was re- 
.^^ IFlsTiridenrable thatHEte American flag was 
.^^ _a^ cloak for the.^Javers, and the sensitiveness of the 

Americ an_^OYe rnment jovef any exercise of the right 
of visitation or sea rchgave_slavers practical freedom. 
There was no chance of being interfered with unless 
by a vessel of the American navy, and these were few 
and far between. It was a question whether the 
United States cared more for the rigid . maintenance 
of freedom from visitation and search than it did for 
the suppression of the slave-trade. Jiiemories of the 
War -of -i8x2.^nd its causes, were responsible forjoauch 
of the excitability upon the subject^ but, strangely 
enougbj the government was much more sensitive than 
k had been twenty years before, when, except for 
Great Britain's stubbornness, a mutual right of search 

(might have been agreed upon. 
It was for the purpose of putting a stop to the use 
of fraudulent papers that Aberdeen rested his case. 
"The right asserted has, in truth, no resemblance to 
the right of search, either in principle or in practice. 
It is simply a right to satisfy the party who has a 
legitimate interest in knowing the truth, that the vessel 
actually is what her colors announ«e. This right we 
concede as freely as we exercise it. The British 
cruisers are not instructed to detain American vessels 
under any circumstances whatever; on the contrary 
they are ordered to abstain from all interference with 
them, be they slavers or otherwise."* Stevenson had 
stated that the flag of the United States could protect 

■Aberdeen to Everett, December 20, 1841; Webster, Diplo- 
matic and Official Papers, 145. 
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only those vessels that were bona fide American. 
Aberdeen submitted that all Great Britain desired was 
to stop those slavers that were strongly suspected of 
fraudulently flying the Stars and Stripes, in order to 
take such means as were indispensably necessary for 
ascertaining the truth. In short, the position of Ste- 
venson had been that upon the high seas the fact that 
a vessel (even if known to be a slaver) flew the flag 
of the United States was conclusive of its American 
nationality. Aberdeen's view was that it was only pre- 
sumptive proof, of its nationality; but owing to the 
notoriously fraudulent use of the flag, when there was 
strong suspicion of fraud the flag was not conclusive. 
"The undersigned begs to repeat," wrote Aberdeen to 
Everett, "that with American vessels, whatever be their 
destination, British cruisers have no pretensions, in 
any manner^ to interfere. Such vessels must be per- 
mitted, if engaged in it to enjoy a monopoly of this un- 
hallowed trade ; but the British government will never 
endure that the fraudulent use of the American flag 
shall extend the iniquity to other nations by whom it 
is abhorred and who have entered into solemn treaties 
for its entire suppression." * Upon the receipt of this 
note, Webster merely acknowledged its dispassionate 
tone and forbore any reference to the biting justice of 
Aberdeen's statement. The strong tone of Tyler's mes- 
sage to Congress at the opening of Congress in De- 
cember in referring to the Stevenson-Palmerston 
correspondence is said not to have been the occasion 
of Aberdeen's pronouncement. 

Cass, the American minister at Paris, claimed to be, 
and doubtless was, informed as to the current of poli- 

• Ibid. 
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tics, English as well as continental. His long endur- 
ing hatred of Great Britain, however, made him sus- 
picious of her every motive. Why, he thought, should 

« Great Britain enter into a treaty for the suppression 
of the slave-trade with four continental powers of 
Europe, none of which, save France, had important 
maritime interests or the remotest connection with the 
slave-trade? Jt could only„Jbe.Jhe purpose of Great 
_Britain to arrogate to herself the right to-4:Si,cejthe. 
high sea s, and so to menace the freedom of the Unjted 
States upon tHe^ oceaii." He, therefore, upon his own 
responsibility, addressed a communication to Guizot, 
Louis Philippe's prime minister, protesting against the 
ratification by France of the quintuple treaty in terms 
as vigorous as they were presumptuous. Cass's letter 
to Guizot quoted Xyler's. message to Congress in which 
it was stated that however desirous the United"States 
_might be for the suppression ol-the- slave - trad e, it 
could not consent Fo such mterpolafions infQ.thfi.inari- 
time code at the. mere will and. pleasure of other ^oy- 

^ernments. "We deny," said the President, "the right 
of any such interpolation to any one or all the nations 
of the earth without our consent. We claim to have a 
voice in all amendments or alterations of that code, 
and when we are given to understand [as by Palmer- 
ston] that the treaties of a foreign government with 
other nations cannot be executed without the establish- 
ment and enforcement of new principles of maritime 
police, to be applied without our consent, we must em- 
ploy a language neither of equivocal import or suscep- 
tible of misconstruction." ^ 

* Tyler's First Annual Message, Richardson's Messages, 
IV., 77^ 
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That such was the pretension of Great Britain Cass 
proceeded to point out, and that as a consequence of the 
quintuple treaty, France might be forced against her 
will to assume like ground. "Certainly the American ^., 
government," Guizot was told, "does not bejieve that 
the high powers, contracting parties to this treaty, have 
any wish to compel tfie United States by forcato adopt 
their measures to its provisions, or to adopt its stipula- 
tions. They havQ too much confidence in their sense 
of justice to fear any such result: and they will see 
with pleasure the prompt disavowal made by yourself, 
sir, in the name of your country at the tribune of the 
Chamber of Deputies, of any intentions of this nature." 
Then follows a threat, made all the more amazing by 
Cass's admission that he was acting without instruc- 
tions and upon his own responsibility. "Were it other- 
wise and were it possible the United States might be 
deceived in this confident expectation, that would not 
alter in one tittle their course of action. Their duty 
would be the same and the same would be their deter- 
mination to fulfill it. They would prepare themselves 
with apprehension, indeed, but without dismay, with 
regret, but with firmness, for one of those desperate 
struggles which have sometimes occurred in the his- 
tory of the world, but where a just cause and the favor 
of Providence have given strength to comparative 
weakness and enabled it to break down the pride of 
power." ' 

Such was the belligerent answer given to Europe 
upon the question of the suppression of that slave- 
trade which the United States had been the first to 



'Cass to Guizot, February 13, 1842; Webster's Diplomatic 
and Official Papers, 177. 
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condemn as piracy. Cass had preceded his fiery note 
with the publication of a pamphlet, afterwards famous, 
upon the right of search. This pamphlet, published in 
French anonymously, was given wide publicity, and 
Niles, naming the author, printed it in full in his 
Register. Wheaton, at Berlin, afterwards printed a 
fuller examination of the right of search, both taking 
the position, not denied by England, that the right was 
/^ only that of a belligerent' T here c aiLbe no doubt that 
'^y Xass's pamphlet d id a grgat dea l toward_ aXQUsing 
French sentiment against Jhe quintuple treatj;. Cass. 
was^iyenJjig^redit..J^ thfL ratifiration> of 
it by France, but it may be said that this is an ovei:- 
statement. On the day of the assembling of the French 
Chambers an amendment to the reply to the King's 
speech was adopted unanimously. This read: "We 
have also the confidence that in granting its concur- 
rence to the suppression of a criminal traffic, your 
government will know how to preserve from every 
attack the interest of our commerce and the independ- 
ence of our flag." This amendment was adopted 
"prior to the publication of Cass's pamphlet and also 
before his note of protest to Guizot was written. It 
was such a rebuff to. Guizot that the ratification of the 
treaty would have been impossible even if Cass had 
\^ had no hand in the matter. The voff* of thft Chambers 
was the result of a desire -to. xetaliate. ^t^)Xia .Great 
< 5^1^^ f^^ Palmerston's policy Joward France, a de- 
sir e wh ich tifie friendly feeling of Guizot toward Peel 
could-JioLaYercome. 

• Cf., however, Sir Wm. Gore Ousele/s Reply to an Ameri- 
can's Bxamhtation of tke Right of Search, .... Lon- 
don, 1842. 
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Tyler said in reading the newspaper accounts of 
Cass's action that he approved the course taken, based, 
as it was, upon his annual message." Webster there- 
upon wrote Cass of the President's approval of his 
letter and "warm commendation of the motives which 
animated him in presenting it." Cass was informed 
that "without intending to intimate what modes of 
settling this point of difference with England will be 
proposed, he might receive two propositions as cer- 
tain: (i) that in the absence of treaty stipulations, 
the United States would maintain the immunity of 
merchant vessels on the seas to the fullest extent which 
the law of nations authorized; and (2) that if the 
United States entered into a treaty for the suppression 
of the trade, the stipulations would be for that single 
object without embarrassing innocent commerce or 
being unequal in practical operation." " 

This letter was shown to Guizot and the latter made 
use of it in framing his answer, which was not written 
for three months after Gass's note. There was no 
reason whatever to think that the obligations of the 
quintuple treaty would be forcibly extended to any 
nation not a party to that instrument. "I have the 
less hesitation in here giving the formal, and in my 
opinion entirely superfluous, assurance that the King's 
Government on its part places the fullest confidence 
in the firm resolution so often proclaimed by the 
Federal Government to aid, by its most sincere en- 
deavors, in the definitive abolition of the trade. The 



Tyler's Tylers, II., 233. 

Webster to Cass, April 5, 1842; Diplomatic and OMcial 
Papers, 181. 
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dispatch of Mr. Webster is of such a nature as to in- 
crease this confidence. It seems to show, in fact, that 
the Cabinet of Washington foresees the probability 
of concluding with the states which have adhered to 
the right of reciprocal search for the suppression of the 
slave-trade, arrangements proper to attain the end 
which they propose. We should attach the more value 
to this concurrence of views from the circumstance 
that, while it would hasten the entire destruction of the 
slave-trade, it would have the effect of placing all gov- 
ernments in the same situation as regards the measures 
adopted for its suppression."" "^ 

At about the time of McLeod's acquittal, by which 
fortunate circumstance a bad matter was mended, with 
Tyler's authority Webster told Fox, the British minis- 
ter, that he was prepared to consider the negotiation of 
a conventional line for the settlement of the long- 
standing northeastern boundary difficulty. Palmerston 
had previously instructed Fox that he considered the 
counter-pro jet, as prepared by Forsyth, to be unreason- 
able, undeserving of answer, and as withdrawn from 
consideration. Fox was thereupon directed to submit 
Palmerston's original projet to Webster and to per- 
suade the new secretary of state that it was reasonable. 
But, in Webster's own words, "Mr. Webster was not 
to be so persuaded; that is to say, he was not to be 
persuaded that it was reasonable, or wise, or prudent, 
to pursue the negotiations in this form further. He 
hoped to live long enough to see the northeastern 
boundary settled; but that hope was faint, unless he 
could rescue the question from the labyrinth of pro- 



is 



Guizot to Cass, May 26, 1842; ibid,, 186. 
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jects and counter-projects, explorations and arbitra- 
tions, in which it was involved." " 

Webste r's overture wa s not heededJiy Ealmerston, ^ 
and th at Secretary went out of office withcaiLaDudBEort 
to improve the relati ons between his, country and the 
United~States. It may be suspected that such a propo- 
sition was not altogether to Palmerston's taste. The N • 

^adjustment of a boundary dispute of sixty years' stand- 
V^S' by means of a conventional or artificial line, could 
be done only by compromise and mutual concession, 
sucfa as might and probably would not be hailed as a 
diplomatic victory. Not until after Stevenson's de- 
parture and Everett's presentation was Webster's over- 
ture considered. On the 20th of December, 1841, the 
date of the quintuple treaty, Everett was invited by 
Lord Aberdeen to an interview in which the foreign 
secretary outlined his plan for the betterment of rela- 
tions between the two countries. Aberdeen said that 
in offering to send a special minister to Washington 
more thaSTan overture to thelJnited States was made, 
because tHe minister would go with full powers to \, 
make^a definitive settlement on every ^oint in discus- 
sion between the two countries. "In the choice of the 
individual for the mission," the secretary added, "he 
had been mainly influenced by a desire to select a per- ' 
son who would be peculiarly acceptable to the United 
States as well as eminently qualified for the trust."" 
The selection of Lord Ashburton as the special env ov 
was an admira bl e one. During a long life Alexander 
Baring, as one of the great banking house of Baring 

" Webster's Works, V., 97- t 

"Everett to Webster, December 31, 1841; Webster's Dip- 
lomatic and OMcial Papers, 33. 
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Brothers, and as a member of Parliament^ and finally 
as the first Lord Ashburton, had consistently striven 
for the maintenance of a good understanding between 
the sections of the English-speaking people on either 
side of the Atlantic. In a private letter to Webster, 
written soon after the appointment was announced, 
Ashburton said: "The principal aim and object of that 
part of my life devoted to public objects durinjg^ the 
35 years that I have had a seat in one or the 
other House of Parliament, has been to impress on 
others the necessity of, and to promote myself, peace 
and harmony between our countries ; and although 
the prevailing good sense of both prevented my enter- 
taining any serious apprehensions on the subject, I am 
one of those who have always watched with anxiety 
at all times any threatening circumstances, any clouds 
which however small . may through the neglect of 
some or the malevolence of others end in a storm 
the disastrous consequences of which defy exaggera- 
tion."" Lady Ashburton, who was the daughter of 
William Bingham, a member of the Continental Con- 
gress and afterwards a senator from Pennsylvania 
from 1795 to 1801, wrote to Webster that the honors 
which had been thrust upon her husband came from 
his being the person most zealous in the cause of 
America and most sanguine as to the possibility of 
settling the pending differences between the two 
countries.** 

At first Peel's selection was applauded, but upon 
second thought popular approval was withheld. "Peo- 

" Ashburton to Webster, January i, 1842; Van Tyne's Let- 
ters of Daniel Webster, 253. 
"Lady Ashburton to Webster, January 2, 1842; ibid., 254. 
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pie reflect on his vacillation and irresolution," wrote 
Greville in< his journal, "and think age [Ashburton 
was then sixty-seven] and absence from affairs are 
not likely to have cured the defects of his character."" 
But all gave him credit for his sacrifice. 

Upon the receipt of Everett's letter containing Aber- 
deen's proposal, Webster wrote to Reuel Williams, 
one of the senators from Maine, a Democrat, request- 
ing him to sound the governor, Fairfield, upon his plan 
of having the government of that state, preferably 
through commissioners selected by the legislature for 
the purpose, become a party to the discussions and con- 
clusions which might be had between Great Britain 
and the United States in the proposed negotiation. 
"It is our purpose," Webster wrote to William^, "to 
put the question in the fairest manner to Maine, 
whether she will consent to be satisfied with a conven- 
tional line and all the other terms and conditions which 
commissioners of her own appointment shall have ap- 
proved. No negotiat ions for such a line will be ap- 
proved or entered upQ;i,„without an .express previous 
consent-upon. the part. of Maine, to acquiesce in any 
line with all its terms,' conditions and compensations 
which shall haye-lneea .thus previously approved."" 

Williams replied that although Maine relied upon 
her claim as just arid had, therefore, no desire to change 
the line of 1783, he believed that she would release to 
Great Britain such portion of her territory in contro- 
versy as the convenience of the latter might require, 

^'Greville's Journal of the Reign of Queen Victoria, II., 71. 

"Webster to Reuel Williams, February 2, 1842; Van Tyne's 
Letters of Daniel Webster, 256. See also Webster to John 
Davis, July (?) 15 (February 15), 1842; ibid., 270. 
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on an offer of other territory in exchange or other 
suitable equivalent, provided it was definitely known 
before Maine gave any instructions to her commis- 
sioners that Ashburton would be authorized to treat 
for a conventional line." Webster could only give 
Williams assurance that he believed Ashburton would 
be so authorized. On this account, therefore, no defi- 
nite action could be taken until the precise nature of 
Aberdeen's instructions was known. The legislature 
.* of Maine adjourned without taking any action on the 

\/ subject. 

Xo rd Ashburton arrived in Washingt on early in 
^ Agril^_l842, and^his definite authority to treat for a 
^vt.c*-c,.^.'«^'*"-<i^conventional line was ~oi9ficialiy demonstrated. Web- 
ster then wrote "to "Govemor Fairfi eld urging the ap- 
_pgijitment o F c ommissione rs to act as had b een_sug- 
gested to Senator Williams." JThe importance -of ^uick 
action was insisted upna^nd.he urged that the go verr 
nor call a special session of the legislature for the pur- 
^pose. A similar communication was sent to the gover- 
f nor of Massachusetts," which was equally interested 

with Maine in the public lands in the disputed territory, 
although the territorial sovereignty belonged to the 
latter state. The Main e legislature was called in special 
. session and four commissioners were selected. Massa- 
chusetts waived the official information as to Ashbur- 
ton's authority, and its legislature empowered the gov- 

" Williams to Webster; ibid., 258. 

"Webster to Fairfield, April 11, 1842; Webster's Diplomatic 
and OMcial Papers, 36. 

'* Webster to Davis, February 15, 1842; Van Tyne's Letters 
of Daniel Webster, 270. 
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emor and council to adopt any measures which might 
aid in settling the controversy." 

Tt wag Webster's hope that the c ommissioners would 
be left free to act without specifi c instructions, and he 
sent Jared Soarks to Maine to assist in persuading the 
legislature to forego instructions. In _this errand 
Sparks was unsuccessful, and the commissioners were ] 
directed to assent to no concession to , Gr^^^^ Rritain of 
any lands lying within the part claimed by Maine as 
an equivalent for lands ceded by that state." Governor 
Davis of Massachusetts was also inclined to hold fast 
to the state's claim, saying to Webster that Massa- 
chusetts would, "on honorable terms, concede some- 
thing to the convenience and necessity of Great Britain, 
but nothing, not a rood of barren heath or rock, to un- 
founded claims." ** 

Such was the unsatisfactory basis upon which Web- 
ster had to act when the commissioners met him in 
Washington on June 13. Until that date no official 
communication had passed between him and the special 
envoy. Ashburton's note was unfortunate. He opened 
the way for .controversy, and thus increased the sus- 
picions of the state commissioners, by an elaborate 
statement of the position of Great Britain. This was 
done, he stated, in order to correct a certain false im- 
pression as to Great Britain's motives, which was that 
his government's claim dated only from 1814, when the 
course of the War of 1812 had demonstrated the neces- 



" Joint Resolution of Massachusetts Legislature, March 3, 
1842; Congressional Globe, 27 Cong., 3 Sess., 12. 

** C.urtis's Webster, II., 102. Cf. Adams's Sparks, passim. 

** Davis to Webster, April 17, 1842; Congressional Globe, 
27 Cong., 3 Sess., 12. 
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sity of overland communication between New Bruns- 
wick and Quebec." 

Webster did not rejoin at once with counter-argu- 
ment, but proceeded to the consideration of a conven- 
tional line. Contrary to the usual rule, no minutes 
were kept of the meetings and no protocols were pre- 
pared for the drafting of the treaty. All the letters 
were written after agreement, and those of Webster to 
Ashburton were submitted to Tyler and each received 

<^ his corrections." During the Senate debates upon the 
ratification the lack of protocols was objected to by 
.Benton as a departure from precedent not to be toler- 
ated. "Never since diplomacy began and the art of 
writing was invented, was a negotiation of such mo- 
ment, or of any moment, so tracklessly conducted," 

V said Benton. The lack of protoc ols was deliberate. 
It was , Webster's idea that agreement tor a conve n- 
tional ime 'f ]^1(^<- hfi ppp^^arViPf^ jj^i-p^^gr h informal Jtv. 
Written records meant the argument ftf riO"^^'^^^"^ 
-, claims, the opposite of compromise and concession. 
Webster's note to Ashburton, dated June 17, said 
merely that he was authorized and prepared to treat 
for a conventional line." Ashburton's reply of the 
same date proposed a conference upon the subject for 
the following day." "Long will this day," said Ben- 
ton to the Senate, "this Friday, June 17, 1842, be re- 
membered and noted in the annals of this confederacy. 

" Ashburton to Webster, June 13, 1842 ; ihid,^ 4. 

"John Tyler to Robert. Tyler, August 29, 1858; Tyler's 
Tylers, II., 242. 

" Webster to Ashburton, June 17, 1842; Congressional 
Globe, 27 Cong,, 3 Sess.,. 5. 

" Ashburton to Webster, June 17, 1842 ; ibid. 
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In the Roman calendar, it would have had a place 
among their unlucky days. Its memory would have 
been perpetuated by a black monument and most ap- 
propriate will it be for us to mark all the new boun- 
daries of Maine with black stones, and veil with black 
the statue of the god Terminus, degraded from the 
mountain which overlooked Quebec, to the humble 
valley which grows potatoes."* 

Perhaps this delicious bit of bombast might better 
have remained embalmed in the pages of the Globe, 
yet it is a fair sample of the attack made upon Web- 
ster's negotiation. Upon that "black Friday," as Ben- 
ton persisted in calling it, the question of boundary 
was not settled; the negotiation was but begun. It 
marked the agreement of the two governments for a 
conventional line. At the c onference of the following 
day " Webster aske d Ashburton to state his views of 
die boundary case and the expectations of ifiis govem- 
ment. This was in accordance with Webster's plan 
as outlined to Forsyth in 1839: that as soon as pos- 
sible a place should be found in the correspondence for 
a clear and concise statement of the case, so that Great 
Britain would be forced to take a definite position." 

Ashhnrtnn then prepare d and delJyer eA tn Wfhflt^^ ^^^1 / 

British statemen t.*^ Their duty was, he stated, to , 
trace a new^boiipdaixJto:g^iggfl Maine .j aad.Mew .B i u t n s- 
wick. Great Britain undertook this without any wish., 
of aggrandizement. Her aim was to make a. Cffltt^.- 

'^Ibid., appendix, 14. 

* Webster's* plan; Van Tyne*s Letters of Daniel Webster, 
216. 

* Ashburton to Webster, June 21, 1842 ; Congressional Globe, 
27 Cong., s Sess., 5. 
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venient boun dary a nd n ot to drive a bargain. He then 
proposed the following line : the river St. John from 
where the north line of the St. Croix strikes it, up to 
some one of its sources, with an exception so as to 
throw the Madawaska settlements (which he claimed 
were loyal to Great Britain), scattered along both 
banks of the river St. John, into the British territory. 
The point where the line was to leave the St. John was 
to be decided later with Webster. As a concession 
to the United States, he offered to accept the_jine 
su rveye d prTor to I774_as^ the fine of forty-five 
degrees. This line had been shown by later and 
more accurate surveys to be forty-two seconds of 
. jatitude too far to the north. The true line of Jorty- 
ftve:. degrees would have thrown Rouse's Point into 
Canada. This fortunate accident gave Ashburton 
something to use. as. a quid pro , quo j as, according to 
strictly accurate surveys. Rouse's Point belonged to 
Great Britain. A further concession was Ashburton's 
offer of the free navigation of the St. John. In clos- 
ing his letter, Ashburton said: "It would have been 
useless for me to ask what I knew could not be yielded, 
and I can unfeignedly say that, even if your vigilance 
did not forbid me to expect to gain any undue advaa- 
tage over you, I should have no wish to do so." 
\ WithJt he rece ipt of Ashburton's note, the negotia- 

tion came perilously near endings first, on account of~ 
the attitude ^f the Maine commissioners, second, 
through the unwillingness of Ashburton to prolong 
his stay in th^JLInited. States, and third, on account of 
the_ unpleasant turn taken to the discussion of the 
Creole case, which had claimed attention since the past 
^ jvinter. After the publication of Ashburton's letter 
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of June 21, the Maine commissioners prepared a long 
statement of the position of their state, which they pre- 
sented to Webster. In it they said that if Ashburton's 
claim of the south and west of the St. John was a sine 
5MJ?:?.^2„^5y_wo^ld have nothing further to do with 
the negotiation. The statemerit, the tone of which was 
altogether uncompromising, was probably prepared by 
Preble, one of the commissioners " Ashburton was so 
much discouraged by it that it required great tact to 
keep him from throwing over the business. Webster 
gave Tyler ^11 the credit for persuading Ashburton to 
continue it." Ashburton then appeared to be hampered 
w by fresh instructions, of the precise nature of which 
^ Webster was not informed. On the 28th of June Web- 
ster reported to Everett that the movement in the ne- 
gotiation, if any had been made, was backward rather 
than forward.** 

he case of the Creole jaidded to. Ashburto.n!s em- 
barrassment! The facts in reference to the Creole in- 
cident werelmperfectly known, but all accounts of the 
affair were such as to anger the slaveholding states as 
much as the arrest of McLeod had incensed the peo- 
ple of Great Britain. The American bark, Creole, 
was en route from Richmond, Virginia, to New Or- 
leans with a cargo of merchandise and slaves. These 
slaves revolted, imprisoned the officers and crew, and 
seized the vessel. They then entered the port of 
Nassau, where they were given freedom and assistance, ^ 
while the officers and crew were left to take care of 
themselves. Up to the time of Ashburton's departure 

" Webster's Diplomatic and Official Papers, 49. 

"Curtis's Webster, II., 105, note. Tyler's Tylers, II., 218. 

"Webster to Everett; Curtis's Webster, II., 104. 
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Everett had made no complaint of the matter, and 
the subject of the Creole, therefore, was not one of the 
immediate objects of the special mission" Webster 
instructed Everett to make a protest to Aberdeen about 
the liberation of the slaves who had captured the 
Creole. His position in the matter was doubtless in- 
fluenced by Story, for whose opinion Webster had in- 
formally asked.** 

"We insist," wrote Webster to Everett, "that in 
cases of vessels carried into British ports by violence 
or stress of weather, there shall be no interference 
from the land with the relation or personal condition 
of those on board, according to the laws of their own 
country." " Websl£jc^ . Ji nwey jex^.could posi- 

'tive right under the law of nations, and it was not to 
be e xpec ted that Aberdeen would in any wise circum- 
scribe the broaxl jprinciple^that 3^, slave, became, free 
when he stepped upon British ground. Everett was 
told that the United States should protect herself from 
such occurrences by convoying her coasting of such a 
character. Webster replied to Everett in a despondent 
tone. If the 'boundary question were again to run a 
course of surveys and arbitrations, and if the United 
States were to understand that its coasting trade could 
not enjoy ordinary safety unless put under convoy, the 
Ashburton mission would end by leaving things much 
worse than it found them. "I hardly see how this 



** Ashburton to Webster, August 6, 1842; Webster's Diplo- 
matic and Official Papers, 91. 

"Story to Webster, March 26, 1842; Van Tyne's Letters 
of Daniel Webster, 263. . Pierce's Sumner, II., 200; Moore, 
Int. Arbitrations, I., 410-12, 417. 

"Webster to Everett, June 28, 1842; Curtis's Webster, II., 
106. 
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bad result is to be prevented unless we can succeed in 
beseeching Lord Ashburton to delay his return another 
month in the hope that* the cloud on his brow may be 
dissipated by the next communication from home." " 

It was We bster's^ desire thal^^^^^^^ rase migrht 

be used as a peg upo n Avhi ch to hang a stipulation for 
extra dition in the treaty in which he hoped the Ash- 
burton ne -gotiation might x^H^U- The discusslon"of a 
case of this nature was dangerous. In any question in 
which the domestic institution of the United States 
was involved might be found a text for antislavery 
discussion by Aberdeen. Until Ashburton had specific 
instructions upon the general subject, Webster could 
not introduce it to him. With this pause in the prose- 
cution of the special negotiation, Webster drafted an 
answer to Ashburton's letter on the boundary question. 

It must be confessed that Webster's reply to Ash- 
burton's wellrmeant and friendly letter was hardly in- 
genuous. Ashburton had taken Webster at his word 
and avoided a long statement of the British case based 
upon the length of time the various parts of the con- 
tested territory were occupied. Waiving all con- 
. troversial topics except the position of the Mada- 
waska settlements, he then proposed the line of the 
St. John, with a deviation therefrom to be agreed upon, 
with concessions as to Rouse's Point and the naviga- 
tion of the St. John. Webster's rejoinder was an 
elaborate argument, supporting the proposition that a 
boundary line might be ascertained, run, and delineated 
with precision according to the words of the treaty of 
1783, and he proceeded to demonstrate this by the stock 
arguments of many years. With this by way of pre- 



Ibid. 
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face, all doubtless intended as a vindication of the 
position assumed by the Maine commissioners in a 
communication addressed to Webster and by him en- 
closed with his note to Ashburton,"* Webster then an- 
swered Ashburton's proposal for a conventional line. 
The United States, he said, would never relinquish 
any territory west of the north line of the St. Crpix 
and south of the St. John, in which were the Mada- 
waska settlement?. He further objected to following 
the St. John, as the course of the main stream turned 
back to the south and west toward the Penobscot. 
"The United States, therefore, would not object, upon 
the adjustment of proper equivalents, to a line of boun- 
dary which should begin at the middle of the main 
channel of the St. John, where that river is intersected 
by a due north lin^ extended from the source of the 
St. Croix ; thence proceeding westwardly by the middle 
of the main channel to a point three miles west of the 
mouth of the Madawaska; thence by a straight 
line to the outlet of Long Lake and thence to 
the highlands which divide the waters of the 
Riviere Duloup from those falling into the St. 
Francis." This last division was to take the place 
of the indefinite description in the treaty of 
1783 of the Highlands which divide the waters falling 
into the St. Lawrence from those falling into the 
Atlantic Ocean. The manner of following the line of 
the Highlands to the northwestemmost source of the 
Connecticut, Webster left for a later conference. The 
line including Rouse's Point he admitted to be a valu- 
able concession, as was the navigation of the St. John. 

"•The Maine Commissioners to Webster, June 29, 1842; 
Congressional Globe, 27 Cong,, 3 Sess., 14. 
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The apparently inflexible attitude was perhaps in- . 
tended for home consumption, and his aggressive re- 
iteration of the old arguments may. have been mere 
brutum fulmen. At any rate, the character of the 
correspondence was at once changed. Ashburton re- 
plied to Webster with no more argumentation than 
was necessary to preserve his dignity and to keep, his 
case from appearing to go by default, closing his letter 
with th is friendly appeal : "The position in which this 
negotiation npw stands, seems to prove what I have 
before volunteered to advance, — that it would have a 
bettfiT-i^hanceof success by €<mferei34:e than by corres- 
pondence; at all events, that we should sooner arrive 
at ascertaining what we can or cannot do. Slow, un- 
necessarily slow, our progress has hitherto been; and 
the public seem, somehow or other, to have become in- 
formed that there are differences. I hope, when we 
come to discuss them, they will prove less serious than 
they are supposed to be; but it is very desirable that 
doubts and distrusts should be set at rest, and that 
public credit and the transactions of commerce should 
suffer the least possible disturbance."^ 

During the four days following the receipt of Ash- 
burton's letter he and Webster had frequent confer- 
ences upon the subject of the boundary. They agreed \ 
upon the line as described in the final treaty. On ; 
the 15th Webster submitted the decision to the com- 
missioners of Maine and Massachusetts. For the con- 
cessions of public lands which these two states would 
have to make, in case the compromise line was agreed 



^Ashburton to Webster, July 11, 1842; Congressional Globe, 
27 Cong., 3 Sess,, 9. 
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to, he offered the sum of two hundred and fifty thou- 
sand dollars to be paid by the United States to Maine 
and Massachusetts in equal parts. The proposed line, 
Webster stated, was not all that might have been hoped 
for, but he believed that no more advantageous ar- 
rangement could be made and he asked assent to it. 
Of the twelv e, thousand square_irJles.. in..disputg_the 
new line gave to theJLJnited States seven thousand, or 
about six hundred less than imder the Netherlands 
award. The line followed the St. John to the St. 
Francis and up that river to Lake Pohenagamook. 
Thence, instead of following the "Highlands,'^ the 
boundary followed an arbitrary line southwest for a 
distance of some hundred miles to a point near the 
southwest branch of the St. John. The crest of hills 
was then followed to the northwest source of the Con- 
necticut River, known as Hall's Stream, and along the 
old line of forty-five degrees to the St. Lawrence. 
. The treaty of peace of 1783 had proceeded upon the_ 
erroneous assumption that there was a communication 
betw"eenXalce~'Superior and the Lake of the Woods. 
Ashburton and Webster agreed upon a description 
based, uj)pn, recent geog^^^ but did 

not consider .the.Iine-.b.eypnd. the Rocky Mountains ; and 
unfculunaJidy-the^iailuxja.tD iiidude the northwestern 
boundary with the northeastern led the two countries 
to more warlike. e3j;pr£SsionsJhaa had... the troublesome 
. boundary on the northeast. 

The Massachusetts commissioners accepted -the, proz 
-position to release ,the state's claims if or the sum 
named,*^ and so, finally, did the commissioners from 

**.Thc Massachusetts Commissioners to Webster, July 20, 
1842; ibid., 19. 
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M aine, thou gh not without a final protest against the 
injustice^ f it> "The commissioners of Maine, invok- 'V 
ing the spirit of attachment and patriotic devotion of 
their state to the Union, would interpose no objection 
to an adjustment which the general judgment of the 
nation shall pronounce as honorable and expedient, 
even if that judgment shall lead to the surrender of a ^ 
portion of the birthright of the people of their state." ** 

The vexed question of the northeastern boundary ^ 
was thus settled according to the plan which Webster 
had so long favored. Without the determination of ' 
Ashburton that the negotiation should be kept out of 
formal iui3 wfittSi^rgument his mission would have 
been a failure,_j)utj:p _31ykr Jb^^lpn^s tl^^^^ dj per- 

suading Ashburton_.to_continue. when his tastes and 
inclinations woi^d have led him to give up in despair. 
Webster's part was, perhaps, the most difficult of all. 
That acquiescence on the part of the Maine commis- 
sioners was secured was due to his patient and tactful 
methods. 

of by compr omise, Ashburton and Webster addressed 
theinady^&To "tHe task of settling the non-territorial 
question s, in dispute. 

The first of these was ,jjx .xefexexicfi. Xo . . thfiu ,^up- 
sessi on of the slave-trade. The opposition of 
the tJnited States to conceding to Gre^t Britain 
any right of visitation or search was too deep- 
rooted to permit discussion, much as Aberdeen de- 
sired it. Indeed, the general subject of the right of 
search was not entered into by Webster and Ashbur- 

**Thc Maine Commissioners to Webster; ibid., 19. 
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ton. Webster had stated to Cass that any agreement 
npoq. the slave-trade must deal with that question alone 
without drawing into it the ulterior matter of search 
and visitation. The plan of putting into operation a 
practicable scheme for the suppression of the trade 
was Tyler's, who h^ told Webster that the refusal of 
France to ratify the q^Mi{uple treaty would give greater 
freedom in dealing with Lord Ashburton. The agree- 
ment of 1840 between the American and British com- 
manders for joint cruising in African waters, an agree- 
ment which had been disavowed by Van Buren's 
administration, gave Tyler the idea of ^ method of 
policing the slav e-trade without introducing- the, da n- 
ger of search or yisitation. Webster presented the 
plan to Ashburton, who accepted it, and it formed the 
eighth article of the treaty.' By it eac^ ^ <7f ^\\f; par^^^^ 
agreed to keep on the coast of Africa a naval f prpe of 
not less than eightx^|][uns. for Jthe. supgresgiopt^pf^the 
trade; each^jgugdia^jgu^^ the 

other, but the government of each was^ tq ^YSJSllch 
orders as to enable, the officers, of the. resp.ectiye>£eets 
to act in concert and to cooperate upon mutual, con- 
sultation as exigencies might arise. Such an a greeme nt 
was, of course, in tl]^ mm^sLs^ QQWOIOmse. Aber- 
'deen was assured of the mjiintenance of a fleet which 
would act in concert with a British force. Tyler and 
Webster held to their position of not conceding a right 
of search. Had the Uni ted S tat es maintained the fle et 
as agr eed, the s^ttjck -might JjayjgJSSlYedJhe difficulty. 
As time^ wenj on, the support of the United_States 
waned and the slayerg. .continued, to ,jnake Jixoxe and 
more use of the Amejjcan flag. The agreement upon 
the subject was of great importance in its results 
abroad. France and Great Britain made a similar 
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agreement to take the place of the unratified treaty. 
Wheaton wrote from Berlin that for the first time in 
our history could it be said that the American goveiji- 
ment had exerted an influence on the policy of Europe. 
It was in regard to the eighth article of the Ashburton 
treaty that this remark was made, and not, as fre- 
quently stated, on account of Cass's protest to Guizot. 

The Ashburton treaty also contained jin .important / 
article provid ing for the extradition of criminals. Not 
since Jay's treaty had such a provision been inserted 
in any treaty negotiated by the United States, and the 
article in that treaty expired by limitation in 1806. By 
the Ashburton treaty extradition was conceded to either 
party, the number of crimes increased over those in 
the Jay treaty, and the time of duration of the article 
made perpetual. 

The question of maritime right (as presented by the 
CreoleV^xid that oi violation of territory (in the case 
of the Caroline) were not settled by the treaty. In- ^ 
stead Ashburton and Webster exchanged oflicial notes 
upon these two subjects. In reference to the former, '^. 
Ashburton pleaded lack of instructions. Webster then 
asked that Ashburton engage that instructions be given 
to the colonial authorities in the West Indies which 
should lead them to regulate their conduct in con- 
formity with the rights of titizens of the United States. 
To this Ashburton agreed that the laws of the British 
colonies should be executed with careful attention to 
the wish of Great Britain to obtain good neighborhood, 
and that there should be no officious interference with 
American vessels driven by accident or by violence 
into West Indian f)orts.** As to the Caroline aflfair, 

•Ashburton to Webster, August 6, 1842; Webster's Diplo- 
matic and (Metal Papers, 93. 
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Ashburton was reluctant to place himself on record. 
Aifter a week of conference he agreed to write a letter 
deprecating the occurrence, finally saying that no af- 
front to the sovereign authority of the United States 
had been intended. "Looking back at what passed at 
this distance of time/' he wrote, "what ii, perhaps, 
most to be regretted is, that some explanation and 
apology for this occurrence was not immediately 
made.''** Webster afterwards said that it took him 
two days to get Lord Ashburton to consent to use this 
word "apology." ** 

So far the Ashburton mission had been a success. 
The treaty was signed August 9 and sent to the Senate 
August II. The committee on foreign relations re- 
ported it without amendment, and after debate it was 
ratified by a vote of thirty-nine to nine, the opponents 
being Allen of Ohio, Bagby of Alabama, Benton and 
Linn of Missouri, Buchanan and Sturgeon of Pennsyl- 
vania, Conrad of Louisiana, Smith of Connecticut, and 
Williams of Maine, all Democrats except Conrad. 

Much has been written in connection with the Ash- 
burton treaty regarding the so-called "battle of the 
maps." The subject properly belongs to the discussion 
of the ratification of the treaty.** It would have been 
foreign to the spirit of the plan for the adoption of a 
conventional line had Ashburton and Webster intro- 
duced arguments based upon the old maps. Notwith- 
standing the amount of attention paid these documents 
during the Senate debates prior to ratification, it may 

*• Ashburton to Webster, July 28, 1842; ibid., 112. 

**Curtis's Webster, II., 121, note. 

^Foster's Century of American Diplomacy, 284 et seq. 
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safely be said that the matter had no place in the ne- 
gotiation of the treaty. These Sen ate ^jlfhates helnng 
rat her to the pojiticaljhan .to the diplomatic history o f 
tEc^ time, and th e oppo sition to the treaty was due 
largely to the isolation of Tyler and to the anomalous i 
position of Webster. 
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CHAPTER III 

Rbi^ations B:eTwK^N Miexico and the United 
States Concerning Texas, 1825-1840 

The Mexican War and the conquest of California 
formed a distinct episode, completely disassociated 

/ from the annexation of Texas. The Mexican War was 

j — — ■ — ■•■' . - I - I 

( not caused by the jannexatjon of Texa s jto. the Ufiitfifi 
States., That controlling event in Polk's administra- 
tion is fully separated from the earlier question of 
Texas, with which Tyler's name is associated. As his- 

• torical episod es they have no connection, b ut oh the 
otner Hand they are ngutly viewed as two Histnict 
phases of southwesfern^expansibn. Both were at the 
expense of Mexico. Both evidenced the expanjsioiiist 
desir^e rOi the American nation, a desire which each 
generation has been able to make effective. The suc- 
cessive accessions to national territory in 1803, 1819, 
1845, and 1848, as well as in 1867 and 1898, mar^ the 
impress upon the national consciousness of each gen- 
eration's desire for novelty, for adventure, and for 
new opportunities. No one jfact^ either economic, or 
social, or even political, can account for it. Perhaps 
a national idealism — call it manifest destiny or what 
you will — ^has had more to do with this expansion 
movement than anything else. 

in its essentials the expansion of the United States 
to the southwest is not radically different from its ex- 
pansion to the west over the Mississippi Valley, to the 
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northwest into Oregon, and on across the Pacific to 
Hawaii and the Philippines. ThaJLthis southwestern NJ 
expansion was an extension of the slave-area does not 
thereby mark it as different in principle from expan- 
sion in other directions. T his prop osition is not made 
' blindly and without reference to the economic principle 
that the system of slavery was extensive and not inten- 
sive in it3 methods, and that the perpetuation of slavery 
required frequent and constant additions to the slave- 
area. Doubtless this principle of the expansive neces- 
sities of slavery has had adequate treatment. It is? 
submitted, however, that instead of slavery's assisting V 

in_thfi_expansion. . qjL.. national territory:.^ it „. delayed * 

and jilmost defeated jit^ John^jQu incy Adam s, who 
alone of Monroe's cabinet insisted .upcuLihe-tdtention 
oFTexas in j£ig, opposed the- ^an nexati o n of Texas in 
1845. JBelweea the two dates sl avery had grown to be 

a national qiiestinn jr^f £araiTiniint pnl jtif ftl itppnrtanrp 

through the-debates. upon the right of petition.* With- 
out the introduction of the slavery question opposition 
to the annexation of Texas would probably never have 
been the political question which it was m 1844. It 
can not be m aintained that the acquisition of East ; . , 
Florida under' Monroe was for the purpose of extend- , 
ing the slave-area, but that charge has frequently been 
'made as to the annexation of Texas and the conquest 
of New Mexico and California. Viewed superficially, 
as isolated events in the administrations of two south- 
em and pro-slavery presidents, these steps in south- 
western expansion might be considered as territorial 

* Professor George P. Garrison in the American Historical . 
Review, October, 1904. 
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additions designed solely to increase the slave-area. If, 
however, it can be shown that from the time the 
Florida treaty of 1819 was ratified liiere was a series 
of attempts to win back what had been surrendered — 
to state it strongly — or to gain for the United States a 
desirable additioji to its territory — ^to speak more cau- 
tiously — then the charge of premeditated expansion by 
theJJnited States for the purposes of extending slavery 
falls to the ground. This does not mean that neither 
Tyler nor Polk was influenced by the fact that south- 
western expansion was eminently favorable to the pe- 
culiar institution of the South. It would be too much 
to assert this. Tyler's pro-sla very views added to his 
annexation^enthusiasm in that he feared ffiat if "^Texas 
were^to abolish slavery it would endanger the slave 
institutions of all the southern "states. In consider- 
ing the question of the annexation of Texas, New 
Mexico, and California, therefore, it will be necessary 
to keep in mind that the first step in that direction was 
not the negotiation for the annexation of Texas under 
Tyler, but the series of abortive attempts at south- 
western extension which began early in the adminis- 
tration of John Quincy Adams. Adams, two years 
before when secretary of state under Monroe, had 
, offered the position of minister to Mexico to Andrei 
Jackson without previously sounding Jackson as to 
whether or not he would accept. The appointment 
was declined in terms not wholly gracious." After 
Niniari Edwards had been appointed and had resigned, 

'Jackson to Adams, March 15, 1823; MS., Archives, De- 
partment of State. In subsequent notes these manuscripts will 
be referred to as "MS., Archives." 
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Monroe's term ended. Not until the adm inistration 
o f Adams were diplomatic relations between the United 
States and Mexico really established. 

The first mstructrons issued by Henry Clay, as sec- 
retary of state under Adams, to Joel R. P omsgtt* min- 
ister to the^Umted Mexk^ dated March 25, 
1825, discussed the advisabilityj)f extending the south- 
western boundary so as to include Texas. After de- 
claring that the principles upon which the American 
policy toward Mexico was based were those set forth 
in Monroe's famous message of December 2, 1823, 
Clay proceeded to the matter of boundaries betwee n 
Mexico and t he United States. "Some_difficullies," 
aa2;;Si37*m^ the two couo- 

^iSLir^QUSlsJiSfi ro^ iSiol a^alnstjoLhich it WOUM 
be desirable now to guard iLpracticable ; and, as the 
government of Mexico may be supposed not to have 
any disinclination to the fixation of a new line, . . . 
the President wishes you to sound it on that subject, 
or to avail yourself of a favorable disposition, if you 
should find it, to effect that object. The line of the 
Sabine approaches our great western mart nearer than 
could be wished. Perhaps the Mexican government 
may not be unwilling to establish that of the Rio 
Brassos de Dios, or the Rio Colorado, or the Snow 
Mountains, or the Rio del Norte in lieu of it.*' ' This 
was intended to be a mere rectification of the frontier 
line without any further consideration to be paid for 
the cession of territory than that the United States 
and not Mexico would be forced to take care of the 
warlike Indian tribes infesting the plains of Texas. At 

•Clay to Poinsett, March 25, 1S2S; MS., Archives. 
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that early date, however, Mexico was suspicious of 
the United States. Poinsett protested against any 
treaty that Mexico might make with any other 
Spanish- American state in which more favorable terms 
were given than might be granted to the United 
States. He then propo sed IQ ihe Mexican government 
that a new treaty of limits be entered into, laying aside 
altogether the treaty of 1819. 

"Thus at the outset of our relations with Mexico 
grave suspicions "were afousied as to the intentions of 
Mexico's growing and powerful neighbor on, the north. 
"It is manifest," .Poinsett reported July^22^ 1825, "that 
the [Mexican] government regards all our movements 
towards Texas and New Mexico with jealous appre-. 
hension." * "I find that there exists g^eat apprehension 
in the minds of the people of this country that the gov- 
ernment of the United States contemplates renewing 
their claim to the territory north of the Rio Bravo 
del Norte, and it may be of some importance to con- 
sider their great sensibilities on this subject. It ap- 
pears to me that it will be important to gain time if 
we wish to extend our territory beyond the boundary 
agreed upon by the treaty of 1819. Most of the_gopd 
land from the Colorado to the Sabine has been granted 
by the state of Texas and is rapidly peopling with 
either grantees or squatters from the United States, 
a population they will find difficult to govern, and 
perhaps after a short period they may not be so averse 
to part with that portion of their territory as they are 
at present."* 
Poinsett did not persist in the advocacy of apolicy 

* Poinsett to Clay, July 24, 1825 ; MS., Archives. 

■Poinsett to Clay, in cipher, July 27, 1825; MS., Archives. 
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of delay toward Mexico. He reported that he was 
very anxious about the boundary line and that, while 
he thought it politic not to justify the jealous fears 
of Mexico by extravagant pretensions as to Texas, 
he felt it of the highest importancie that the United 
States should extend its territory toward the Del 
Norte, either to the Colorado, or at least to the 
Brazos.* 

Tjie negotiatinn .Jhat..iQllQfficd hing.ed upon the 
question as to whethe r Jhe treaty of 1819.. should be - 
adopted as to boundary or a new treaty entered into. 
For two years the matter never went beyond the stage 
of- preliminary discussion. During all this time Texas 
wafi being colonized by settlers from the southern part 
of the United Slates. Clfiy adopted the idea expressed \ 
in_JPotnfifift's ^arly letter, that Mexico would be less 
loath to part with Texas when it was seen that thatr 
country was being peopled with settlers of a different 
race, speaking a different language and importing 
strange institutions — sl mistaken judgment as the sequel 
shojyed. Clay's instructions proceeded upon that theory. 
Instead of depending upon mere argument as to the 
desirability to both parties of a new boundary line, 
Poinsett was authorized to pay a million dollars for 
a line from the Del Norte to the forty-second parallel 
and thence west to the Pacific. If this cession was 
found to be impossible, he was authorized to offer 
half that sum for a line beginning at the Colorado, 
thence north and west as before. Any treaty so nego- 
tiated might confirm all land grants made prior to its 
execution and also include a stipulation similar to the 

•Poinsett to Clay, August 5, 1825; MS., Archives. 
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one in the Louisiana treaty providing for the incor- 
poration of the inhabitants of the ceded lands into 
the Union/ Poinsett reported that he feared the sum 
authorized was much too small. "The expenses of the 
government are so great that they do not regard so 
insignificant a sum as a million as of much use to 
them." * No effo rt was jnade^tD commnnicate ■ Clay*s 
offer to Mexico, as Poinsett believed the overture 
would ha[ve^|ia.Qth£r-.effect:diaa-ta aggravate the- irri- 
tetion between the two countries.* Peeling that any 
attempt to alter the former treaty of limits (that with 
Spain in 1819) would prove ineffective and only pro- 
vocative of unfriendly feelings, he thereupon accepted 
the proposal of the Mexican government and renewed 
the old treaty of 1819." This treaty adopted the boun- 
dary line as set forth in the Spanish treaty, and for the 
second time Texas was left outside of the boundaries 
, of the United States. 

Such was the state of the relations between the 
United States and Mexico when Jackson succeeded to 
the presidency. He found a treaty signed but not 
ratified which left the Sabine as the western boundary. 
Haste was not to be expected of the Mexican govern- 
ment, and Jackson's administration made no effort to 
hurry ratification. Van Buren instructed Poinsett, 
upon much the same grounds as those taken by Clay, 
to open a negotiation for the purchase of ; Texas or 

'Clay to Poinsett, March 15, 1827; MS., Archives; John 
Quincy Adams, Memoirs, VII., 239, 240 ; Von • Hoist, 11., 554. 

•Poinsett to Clay, May 10, 1827; MS., Archives. 

"^ Miles' Register, LXVI., 152. 

"Poinsett to Clay, January 8, 1828; MS., Archives. 



MEXICO AND TEXAS, 182S-184O 65 

for as much of it as he could get " It is at this point 
that Von Hoist perceives a decided change in the atti- 
tude of the United States toward Texas and Mexico. 
With the accession of Jackson he sees the first play 
in the conspiracy of the slaveholding South to extend 
slave territory: Just how Van Buren's instructions 
to Poinsett differ from Clay's is not clear, except that 
the amount to be offered is increased from one million 
to five — 2i necessary increase, as Poinsett had pointed 
out. 

"Van Buren to Poinsett, August 25, 1829; S. Ex. Doc, 
35I3 25 Cong., 2 Sess., 315. MS., Archives, Volume I., num- 
ber 30. These instructions were drafted by Jackson as 
follows : 

"August 13th, 1829— 

"The inducements to be presented to the Mexican govern- 
ment for the cession of Texas to the United States. 

"ist. The advantage of having a Natural boundary qver 
the one which is now imaginary and unsettled. 

"2d. The aid which the consideration she will receive for 
iti will give her in repelling such attempts upon her 
Sovereignety as that recently organized at Havanna; in pro- 
viding a Navy, and the means of vigorous defence. 

"3d. The removal of those collisions which must grow 
out of the intercourse of her citizens with ours, seperated as 
they will be from the efficient control of their respective 
governments: and liable to all the excitements natural to 
the neighbourhood of conflicting laws, habits and interests. 

"4th. Its real necessity to us as a guard for our western 
border and the protection of New orleans-r-furnishing a 
motive for the cession which will be honorable to the repub- 
lican character of Mexico, and worthy of that reciprocal 
spirit of friendship which should forever characterise the 
feelings of the two governments toward each other. 

"5th. The Probability of its being settled chiefly by the 
citizens of the United States, who under a different system 
of Govt, may become turbulent and dificult of Con- 
troul, and taking advantage of .their distance from Mexican 
authority might endeavour to establish one independant of it — 
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During all the years of Poinsett's residence in 
Mexico as minister a stream of colonists from the 
United States had gone into Texas. Most of them, 
it is true, were southerners and slaveholders. Some of 
them were from the North, even from Connecticut 
and New York. The only differences in the situation 
of 1829 from that of 1825 were that more Americans 
were in Texas, more lands had been taken up, specu- 
lations in lands had been begun, and public attention 
had been directed thither. 



an event that will be sure to make this Govt, the 
object of Jealousy, and in conjunction with other causes 
unavoidable on an imaginary line of boundary of manny hun- 
dred of miles might seriously weaken those bonds of amity 
and good understanding which it is the interest and duty 
of both Republics to cherish. 

"Objects of the United States in obtaining it 

"ist The safety of New Orleans. The present boundary 
would enable an enemy of the Sabine, Red & Arkansas 
rivers, to organise a force which by a coup de man might 
reach the Mississippi and thereby prevent the interposition 
of one by us sufficient for its protection. This disadvantage 
can only be overcome by having within our possession all 
the Territory washed by the branches of the Mississippi. 

"2d. The acquisition of additional territory for the pur- 
pose of concentrating the Indians, adopting a more effective 
system for their Government, and relieving the states of the 
inconveniences which the . residence within their limits at 
present afford. 

"3d. The procurement of a natural boundery— one that 
cannot become the subject of dispute hereafter, and near to 
which a dense population on either side can never be settled. 

"These purposes will be accomplished by obtaining a ces- 
sion to the Grand Prairie or desert west of the Nucees, be- 
ginning at the Gulf, and following the courses of the centre 
of that desert, North to its termination on the mountain, 
thence with a central line on the mountain, dividing the waters 
of the Rio del Nort from those that run Eastward of them 
in the «Gulf, to the 42d. degree of North latitude until it 
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Before Poinsett had really opened the question he 
was recalled. Jackson's and Van Buren's ideas as to 
a suitable boundary are to be gained from Poinsett's 
last instructions: he was authorized to offer five mil- 
lions for a line beginning in the centre of the desert 
between the Del Norte and the Nueces, north to the 
forty-second parallel and west to the Pacific, but for 
proportionately less sums. If the first line was im- 
possible, he was to try to fix the boundary at Mata- 
gorda Bay or even at the Brazos. 



strikes our present boundery on that parallel. This line is 
a natural seperation of the resources of the two nations. 
It is the centre of a country uninhabitable on the Gulf, and 
on the mountain so difficult of access and so poor as to 
furnish no inducement for a land intercourse, and of course 
no theatre for those causes of difference that belong to a 
neighbourhood of commercial interests. An advantage which 
would be lost if we were to stop short of it, either at the 
Brassos or the Trinity. Beyond either of these rivers and 
this line on the Gulf is a section of fine land. 

"For these reasons I wish Mr. Poinsett to be instructed 
to open a Negotiation for the purchase of this Territory, and 
be authorised to offer as high as five millions subject to the 
conditions mentioned in my former note. 

"Andrew Jackson. 

"Note — ^Thc condition alluded is, that he shall consider 
five Million as the Maximum, and in the event of success to 
obtain first the ratification of their constituted authorities, 
before it is submitted for ratification to this Govt. — 
and to gbt it as low as possible — and if the limits cannot be 
obtained — To obtain to the Brassos or to the Trinity agreably 
to the ratio of the Maximum stated — and if Cash should be 
preferred to payment by instalments (and cash I suppose 
would be a great inducement,) let cash be stipulated to be 
paid after ratification by* our government, as we can in a 
few days raise it by creating stock. 

"A. J." 

MS., Jackson Papers, Library of Congress. 
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These instructions from Jackson were sent to Poin- 
sett by one Colonel Anthony Butler, an old comrade 
in arms of Jackson. Butler lacked moral character 
and fitness for any position of trust. No worse selec- 
tion for a diplomatic position could have been made. 
Poinsett, who had been extremely cautious about mak- 
ing overtures for the cession of Texas, fearing to 
arouse the jealous and suspicious national character of 
Mexico, which was continually harassed by internal dis- 
sensions, was recalled to make room for Butkr, who 
was charged with being a speculator in Texas lands, 
A^a^ a gambler, a drunkard, and a liar. But this last 

^-^ epithet came liFom Jackson himself some years after- 

, wards, when his shortness of memory afforded him an 
easy escape from the entanglements of fact. It is safe _ 
to say that Butler's mission, discreditable and even dis- 
^ grRrpfiii...-k^»t4'Tmmb fo"^Tfr;^|>h ffip ynsatisfactory course 

>oLQurjii|2lomatic tdatians .with Mexico which ended 
in war. 

/ When Butler appears for the first time upon the 
(stage of diplomacy, he /had recently been in Texas and 
professed to be familiar with the proposed river boun- 
daries. Sent to Mexico as a bearer of despatches to 
Poinsett, he went overland, again through Texas, and 
secretly. Upon this mission he was given authority 
to confer with the Mexican officials upon the subject 
of limits. Upon Poinsett's recall, he was made 

charge." Pr^^na^rftog fp j^jf^^ Hiiring prar1-i>;^11y ^1) ni 

" Jackso n's reasons_ for r^^alUng Poins**^<- wfrfi_as ^»^^QW^..- 
"From the best consideration I •have been able to give to 

this subject, I have come to -the following result. 
"Mr. Poinsett's situation at Mexico must be very unpleasant 

& mortifying — ^The secretary of Foreign relations his enemy 
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JarH^"'f t^^^'nij fit*^fh^ny PmI^t rpf r^spntPfl, or ra t he r 
misregresented, the Unjtj&d-^tates in M^xkor-- It-w€k6 
a^seveiLiearsLper iod ^ of jcheaiL trickery, in- whi ch^ .xm 
th e one h and, Mexico was led to believe that the United 
States government would descend to any level to ac- 
cpmplish the cession of Texas, and on the other, 
Jackson was encouraged by h op es of a cession which 

In the spring of 1843 John Quincy Adams, then a 
member of the lower house, spent rtiany hours in 
going over the correspondence of Butler. His mission, 

and at the head of the strong minority who he wields to his 
purposes & in hostility to Mr. P. by which he overaws the 
Executive of Mexico who is friendly to our Government, & to 
our Mirtister— under these circumstances we cannot- reason- 
a bly t o fypf^rt j^hrniifrh Mr Pningfitt ^<> *^ffi*rt pitb^, a Com- 
mercial Treaty, or the Settlement of our limits, or cession 
of Jferritory in Texas. In proof of this we find, that the 
President failed, (after being requested by Mr; Poinsett) to 
notify the Congress when he convened them that one object 
would be to ratify the commercial treaty that had been re- 
turned by this Government, and not being thus notified, the 
Congress could not act on it — ^This to my mind is sufficient 
proof that the executive of Mexico is overawed by the Minor- 
ity with the Secretary of Foreign relations at their head — • 
Therefore let Mr. Poinsett with his secretary be invited home, 
(recalled) in such a way as will preserve his feelings and give 
no cause for exultation by this Minority or his enemies. In 
a firm but decorous language, breathing the best feelings 
to the Mexican Government, But observing that this govern- 
ment cannot but be alive to the insult offered to our govern- 
ment by the insult intended by the public act of the Legisla- 
ture of one of the States of Mexico, by their resolution 
passed by that body calling upon their Chief Executive to 
banish from Mexico our Minister, without making to this 
government any representation of his improperly interfering 
with the interior concerns of their government, as well as 
the deep rooted Jealousy & hostility expressed in their public 
acts published to the World against our Government, — 
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Adams records in his diary, was "chiefly to obtain the 
cession of Texas."" J ^utler's inst^'^ ^tiopg w^^^ tVingp 
X^JLt.. by,. yjuaL.£urea.4o>- P Qi H 68t t d ur i n g the ^previxMi& 
sumnier*_.-*^4i€-threc«foH: and- dottHe-deaUng line nl 
iiegotiatiqn§^;.l---fQr. a comniercial treaty; 2 — ^indem- 
nity for all sorts of claims, and 3 — -to strip Mexico of 
Texa s, Santa Fe and California, runs int o the most_ 
curious details of Jackson and Tyler duplicity."" 
Such was, AdamrVjcrdgment.after a careful review 
of Butler's correspondence. It became evident that 
Mexico would enter into no new treaty of limits, nor 
would she, indeed, ratify the treaty signed by Poinsett 
in which the line of 181 9 was adopted, until the United 
States was willing to enter into a commercial treaty. 

:^^*^-44iii^ Ttiitlfr arqni^SC^rtj aPd \^^ rnmmf^rrial treaty 
iipnn a favrtrf^H-nQfirm haci'c way cigtlPd in AprJL l83I._ 
Jackson was itifnrmpH tl^at the q^^^fstJ^^ ^^ Tf>x?« 

wo uld be opened at o nce. Butler did nothing for a 



whilst all the acts of ours, displayed the most sincere friend- 
ship & good will to thiers, & our instructions to our Minis- 
ter was to give every assurance of our friendship & good 
will for the republics of the South, and particularly Mexico — 
But to preserve our Minister from those continued insults 
of the Minority & to foster, & continue our friendship a 
good understanding with the Republic of Mexico, we have 
withdrawn <5ur Minister & his secretary, & has charged Col 
Butler to represent our Government at Mexico, as charge de 
affairs with full powers to carry into effect any commercial 
regulations, and the settlement of our boundary &c &c &c and 
to cultivate the most friendly relations with that Govern- 
ment — ^With the assurance that whenever Mexico, thinks 
proper to send a Minister we will receive &c &c 

"Andrew Jackson" 

MS., Jackson Papers, Library of Congress. 

** John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XI., 343. 
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year thereafter further than to keep up the hopes of 
the administration, yet excusing himself for the delay 
by doubts expressed as to the sincerity of Alaman, the 
Mexican minister of foreign relations." 

In Tulv. 1832, Butler had a conference with Alaman 
inwhich he urged the cession of Texas to the tJni ted 
Itates b ecause he believed that at no distant time such 
a serious revolt would occur there that the Mexican 
gover nment w ould not be able to suppress it. "The 
revolt once commenced," he said, "Texas is lost to 
Mexico forever; upon this subject my government 
feels the greatest anxiety."" This expression of re- 
markable prescience on Butler's part failed in its effect. 
Instead of filling Alaman's mind with fears for the 
future of Texas, the Mexican secretary replied with 
a query as to the territorial desires of the United 
States. These Butler gave him, and the conference 
ended. Its significance was this: "Unless you sell 
Texas to us, Texas will soon be independent, and she 
will be lost to Mexico in any event." 

Butler's d irect avowal to Alaman of his desire for 
Texas gave way to a plan by which. Ihe United States 
should make a l oan to Mexico with Texas as security. 
Jadcson was appealed to by his charge for definite 
instructions upon this plan." Butler's letter was re- 
ferred by Jackson to Livingston with the following 

"Butler to Jackson, May 25, 183 1; MS., Archives; John 
Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XL, 362. 

"Butler to Livingston, July 16, 1832 (received October 5, 
1832), MS., Archives. Writing to Jackson, August 12, 1832, 
Butler despaired of accomplishing his purpose. MS., Jackson 
Papers, Library of Congress. 

"Butler to Jackson, February 10, 1833; MS., Archives. 
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endorsement: "The president, with his respects to E. 
Livingston, Esq., Sec. of State, encloses a letter just 
received from Col. A. Butler with a request that he 
prepare a reply, consistent with the endorsement made 
on the letter, adding anything that your own judgt. 
may suggest on this subject. Instruct Col. Butler to 
bring the negotiations to a close. The Convention in 
Texas meets the ist of next April to form a constitu- 
tion for. themselves. When this is done, Mexico can 
never annex it to her jurisdiction again, or control its 
legislature. It will be useless after this act to enter 
into a treaty of boundary with Mexico."" 

Jgrjfflnp'.Q fnrf^ragf pf tl?^_ti me of the Texas consti- 
tutional _cgnveniipn^jvas^jcorrect althougiritwas hot 
remarkable, a s t|ijs H^tf h^iH bpen piiViTu^Ty annnur»^^d^ 
As to the results of the work of the convention, how- 
ever, his enthusiasm outran his judgment. The con- 
stitution which the convention adopted, while repub- 
* lican in form, was in no sense a declaration of inde- 
pendence. It was put forth in the attempt to make 
Texas a self-governing member of the Mexican con- 
federation. Whil e th e conventiiMr.iieliberated,. Santa 
Anna^Avho had overthrown Bustament^ in the govern- 
ment of Me5cico, was entrenching himself in power. 
Austin, one of the bearers of the Texan constitution 
to Mexico, was imprisoned. The spirit of rebellion, 
long suppressed, broke into one of independence. 
"Like the American Revolution, that in Texas was well 
under way before the colonists were willing to take 

"Jackson's endorsement, dated March 15, 1833, MS., 
Archives. September 26, 1833, Butler advised Jackson to 
take possession of Texas, as he saw no hope of negotiation. 
MS., Jackson Papers, Library of Congress. 
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the decisive steps of declaring themselves independent. 
The revolut ion passes, tfaj rgfore, through two msdn 
phases : at first it was a struggle for the constitutional 
principles on which ~tHe"TVIexicaii Federal Republic 
had been organized "XiK? Constitution of 1824] [and 
wEenjHTs^Mled..because of the complete. triunyihu of 
Santa Anna . ia. Ihe- -M^sacan s t a te s ttp to the-- Rio 
Grande, it became necessarilx,^ struggle. fpr_inde% 
^ndence/' ^ " 

The treaty of limits negotiated by Poinsett in 1828 
and ratified in 1832 * proyided for commissioners to 
mark the boundary of 1819. The time for the appoint- 
ment of these had expired, and Butler now signed an 
additional article extending the time for the perform- 
ance of the treaty* This he brought to Washington 
in June, 1835. While there he made an extended re- 
port to Forsyth in which he outlined a new plan for 
the acquisition of Texas through the bribery of Her- 
nandez, a priest in Santa Anna's household, "known," 
he affirmed, "to be the manager of all the recent ne- 
gotiations of the Palace." Butler stated that if his 
plan were adopted, the treaty which would give us 
Texas "would only be the first of a series which must 
at last give us dominion over the whole of that tract 
of territory known as New Mexico, and the higher and 
lower California, an empire in itself, a paradise in 
climate * . . rich in minerals and affording a 
water route to the Pacific through the Arkansas and 
Colorado rivers."" Butler elaborated at length upon 

"Garrison's Texas, 189. 

"Butler to ForsytH; June 9, 1835; H. Ex. Doc. 236, 24 
Cong., I Sess., 5. 
"Butler to Forsyth, June 17, 1835; MS., Archives. 
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the grandeur of his country's destiny, to be achieved 
so easily. His argument was backed by alleged copies 
of his correspondence with Hernandez. Santa Anna's 
agent was asked to state definitely what would ac- 
complish the transfer of Texas. Upon the assumption 
that five millions would be the consideration, Hernan- 
dez replied: "Five hundred thousand judiciously ap- 
plied will conclude the affair, and when you think 
proper to authorize me to enter into the arrangement, 
depend on my closing it to your satisfaction." " 

.^..t ^' ' Upon the ba ck of this^eport^ is the fpllpwinj;^ en- 
' dorsement in JacEson's own hand: "Mexico-Texas — 
Nothing-^will b^ connt^^nan^^d by thf^ f ?r**nitiv^ t^ bring 
, the government und.e.r thfex^mote^st imputation of being 
engaged in corruption ox JMrihery* We have no con- 
cern in the application of the consideration to be given. 
The public functionary of Mexico may apply it as they 
deem proper to extinguish private claims and give us 
the cession clear of all incumberence [sic] except the 
grants which have been complyed with. A. J. June 

22—35- 

Butler should have been dismissed from the service 
at once. Five years h ad been wasted i n a ttempt li Xo 
win over Mexico to a decision to sell Texas, and the 
only fruit of ButLer'§ negotiations was a cheap and low 
"plan of bribery with airiest a.§-a..gQzbetw.een. It was 
the beginning of the strange infatuation which the 
government of the United States had, that through 
Santa Anna's greed and military necessities Mexi- 

" Hernandez to Butler, March 21, •1835. Copy enclosed 
in Butler's letter to Forsyth, as above. 
" Endorsement of Jackson upon Butler's letter as above. 
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can territory might be purchased, an infatuation 
which lasted well through the Mexican War. 
In 1843, when Butler had been charged by the 
Whigs with having attempted to use dishonest, 
methods toward Mexico, he appealed to Jackson 
to vindicate him. In his letter he claimed that Jack- 
son had sanctioned and then angrily denounced the 
proposed bribery, and afterwards in conversation had 
signified his willingness, provided the affair was man- 
aged without his own cognizance.** Jackson replied 
to Butler that he was a scamp and a liar. As to what 
took place in the interview is a question of fact 
between Jackson and Butler. Jackson's own words, 
however, do not convey the irnpression that he disap-. 
proved of Butler's plan, except so far as bribery was 
connected with it. Instead of dismissing the charge, 
he was sent back to Mexico to renew his efforts for 
the cession of Texas. Adams, upon examining But- 
ler's jcorrespondence,.. wrote that the letter oi June. i2* 
183 s (in w h ich th e bribery method was suggested), 
was the passe-partout of the whole system pursued 
\dtliinflexible perseverance down to the time_Qf .Tyjer. 
But even Jackson at last became convinced of Butler's 
worthlessness, and he was finally recalled after he had 
been instructed to press for a cession of Texas and 
California as far north as San Francisco. Jackson was 
anxious that if Butler succeeded^ it should be before 
Congress met in December, 1835. ' Following a long 
silence on the part of the charge, he was removed and 
Powhatan Ellis of Mississippi appointed. 

**C/. Dr. James Schouler in the Atlantic Monthly, February, 
1905, 220. 
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At this point the course of the relations with Mexico 
takes a decided turn. Nothing further is heard of the 
proposal to buy Texas, for the events which Jackson 
had prematurely foretold in 1833 were at last at hand. 
Instead there was assumed a bold and determined posi- 
tion upon the subject of the claims of sundry American 
citizens upon Mexico. That these were many and 
aggravated there is no doubt. That in every case 
Mexico had delayed or refused settlement is equally 
true. ^iit <-hp Tn<^mgrit_at which I^xico._was_hard 
pressed in its j^ff^rt tg_i;;^it down the Tfixan war for 
independence was chosen by Jackson to push the claims. 
E^Uis was given a memorandum of these and directed 
to press for immediate settlement. In July, 1836, he 
was told that unless he received satisfactory assurances 
from Mexico within a fortnight thereafter that the 
claims would be adjusted, he should demand his pass- 
ports." Ellis did as instructed, but not until the fol- 
lowing December. No satisfactory answer having then 
been received from Mexico, he broke off relations 
with that, government and returned home.** For three 
years thereafter the United States had no .minister at 
the City of Mexico. 

During Ellis's unsatisfactory effort the question of 
the lecugiiition uf Ti&x^rT belligerency and independ- 
ettce arose; Toward it Jackson^waF as "timid as he had 
been bold in pushing the collection of the claims. 
Early in November, 1835, Forsyth outlined to Castillo, 

"Forsyth to Ellis, July 30, 1836; H. Bx. Doc, 105, 24 
Cong., 2 Sess., 20. 

"Jackson's message, February 6, 1837; Richardson's 
Messages, III., 278; S, Bx/Doc, 160; H. Bx: Doc, 139, 24 
Cong., 2 Sess. 
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the Mexican minister at Washington, the policy of 
the administration toward the contest in Texas as one 
of strict neutrality; the Mexican government was in-, 
formed that "the President looked with regret upon, 
the existing state of affairs in Texas, and that in the 
probable event of a protracted war in Texas itself, 
neither party could be permitted to encroach upon the 
territorial limits of the United States." " At the time 
this note was sent the Texans had little chance of 
immediate success in achieving their independence. 
Diplomatically hesitating to call a spade a spade, For- 
syth referred to the "existing state of things" as a 
"contest" which might ultimately be protracted into a ^ / 
war. The victory of the Texans over the Mexican army 
at San Jacinto and the capture of Santa Anna gave 
a very different status to what Forsyth had called ^*the 
state of things." OnJSlarch 2, 18,^6^ Texas formally 
declared its independ ence, and a f ortnig htJaLerj^cpn- 
stitutron was drawn up and a g overnment or ganized . \ 
Two^ays^aftefThe signing of the Texan d eclaratjon 
of independe nce, co mmissioner swere sent t^o^Waghing- 
ton^ and they left Texas before the battle of Sail 
Jacinto. The news of the victory reached Washington 
at about the same time as did the Texan commission- 
ers, George C. Childress and Robert Hamilton. They 
were welcomed as fellow-citi zens rather than as en - 
voys from a revolutio nary govern ment. The commis- 
siOTers^jonce-askedjor recognition ^nd for relations 
with th^United States^jpf the most frigtidlyL character, 
pavorable to the Texan cause as Jackson was known 

*^ Forsyth to Butler, November 9, 1835; if. Ux, Doc. 256, 
24 Cong., I Sess,, 3 
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to be, he was very cautious about the reception, a nd 
the consequent recognition,"or Childress an d Hamilton. 
T he Senate held that nndfif the federal constitution 
there were fou£ ways of recognizi ng a p ower as inde- 
pendent: (i) by treaty; (2) by the passage of a law 
regulating commercial intercourse ; (^) by sending a 
"iT^^r^-^^A^r^e^"^, p^^pf^r^yT^r^r^dit^dj ^^ thg,newppwer ; 
and (4} by the reception by the President of a diplo- 
matic agent from tVip r^pw pn^pr "_ JprUgnn rantinngly 
threw ^ViA rpcpnrjSJHility of r£>rngnittnn ijpQTi CongreSS, 

whichtQjok iiQ..actiQa-UOtiLDecemberj 1836. When 
Congress met it was informed that the President was 
forced to pause in expressing the opinion that Texas 
was capable of performing the obligations of an in- 
dependent nation. "Foreign policy, the conventional 
faith of nations, or the efforts of Mexico, might detain 
Texas lingering in her embryo state for many years," 
so Jackson's confidential agent in Texas, Henry M. 
Morfit, had reported. The glowing accounts that Jack- 
son must have hoped for were lacking. Jackson in- 
fnrmi^d C^ngrfiS thr^t "prudence .aeexped to dictate 
that we stand aloof and maintain our present attitude," 
Tf _not untjl^ Mexico its eljjor- on e of the gre at foreign 

powers should rf^r-rtgniy^-.ttiP mHpppnHpnrP ^f the Uew 

government, at least until the lapse of time or the 
course of events should have proved "the ability of 
Texas to maintain its separate sovereignty."" Con- 

" Clay's Report as Chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate, June 18, 1836; Senate Report 406, 
24 Cong., I Sess. 

"Jackson's message, December 21, 1836; Richardson's 
Messages, III., 265. Extracts from Morfit's report upon Texas 
accompanied the message. 
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gress, however, was unwilling to ^^l ^y fhe. maft ^r. %^/ 
Ar H^m in thff ? rpropriation _bill providing for the 
s alary of a charge to Tex as was passed on the last 
day of Jackson's term. JacRson's last official act was 
tiie~appointmetit ot Alcee La branche of Louisiana as 
diarge to Texas.* " Soon l,fterward the Texan com- 
missioner in WasTungoirwas 1^ 

and t he recognition of Texan independence was com- ; 
plete^ 

From the Mexican legation ?it Washington came 
a series of complaints that the United States had vio- 
lated its professed neutrality in permitting troops to 
be raised for Texan service and in authorizing General 
Gaines's forces not only to assemble on the line be- 
tween Louisiana and Texas but also to encroach upon 
Texan territory by crossing the Sabine." lo jDcto ber, 
..1836. Gorostiza^ the Mexican minister^ presented a 

jpanded his passports. "Mexico^'.', he said, "has. hut 
^tle tQ._expect from the United Sta.tes,„jsmng.that.it5 
most sacred rights, as well as its dearest and most posi- 
tive interests^ are now being sacrificed to the shadow 
gf a danger hitherto imaginary. Mexico is outraged 
and ruined from motives of mere precaution. (Se 
injuria d Mexico y se le dana por mera precaucion,)" 
He therefore declared his mission at an end." Thus 
diplomatic relations between the United States and 
Mexico were suspended, in Mexico by Ellis's uncom- 

* Jackson's message, March 3, 1837; ibid.. III., 281. 

•*//. Bx, Docs. 256, 24 Cong., i Sess., and igo, 25 Cong., 
2 Sess. 

"Gorostiza to Dickins, October 15, 1836; H. Ex. Doc. igo, 
25 Cong., 2 Sess, 
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promising position upon the subject of American 
claims, and at Washington by Gorostiza's protests 
against violations of neutrality by the United States. 
The United States was thus led to adopt a policy in 
reference to Texan annexation the reverse of its course 
since 1825." It_was one thi njf to schema Jor the an- 
/f nexatioa. Pi j^f^.yA^^}Yb^^P that province was admjttedl;;^ 
a, j)art of Mexico. It was quite _jj iother to annex a 

LprovinceTn~i^eflion^ thereby, precipitating a--waj. wjth 
Mexico. 
It is impossible to say how much the fear of war 
witfi Me^aco cooled J[ackso^^^ Tor^TfinexStlDn: 

.*' Certainly the force of it cannot be overlookei!l_NQr 
Qnjhe other hand must one^ neglect t he important bear- 
, ing of the slavery question uppn_thejyibject. As has 
\ been said, expansion to the southwest was hindered by 
the question of slavery, which was commingled with it. 
The battle of San Jacinto resulted in the capture of 
Santa Anna, who while in captivity agreed that the 
war against Texas should cease, that the Mexican 
troops should retire beyond the Rio Grande, and that 
he would favor the recognition of Texas. In pur- 
suance of this agreement the Mexican army was with- 
drawn, but the Mexican government gave notice that 
any agreement with Texas made by Santa Anna while 
a prisoner was null and void. _Snnfn Anna's appeal 
^to Jackson, for ^id \r} ending the conjestbetween Mex- 

ico and Texas had. the. appearance. piJumfisty;;" but 



"Von Hoist, II., 573-85: "A more shameless comedy of 
neutrality was never played." 

**Cf. Garrison in American Historical Review, October, 
1904, 81. 

"Santa Anna to Jackson, July 4, 1836; Richardson's 
Messages, III., 274. 
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Jackson declinedj o xonsider it -e n accuuiiL uf -Mexico's 
jegiLdiaticm of_Sante Anna's^act. "Good faith to 
Mexico," he said, "makes it impossible for me to take 
such a step." " At the time Jackson's reply was sent, 
the Texan commissioners were in Washington vainly 
attempting to hasten recognition. 

With recognition was inseparably bound annexation 
to the United States. Whil g^the firs t was delayed , the 
pjX>pl^ ^^ Tpvaa, YotpH nlmo 'i t un n nim pusly for annex- 
ation/^ The Texan commissioners reported that Jack- 
son was undoubtedly in favor of annexation and that 
his administration would carry the measure through." 
Jackson's refusal to take the initiative as to recognition 
was a wet blanket to the hopes of the commissioners. 
They did not expect so "cold-blooded a policy from 
him." From Texas the commissioners received urgent 
instructions to push annexation. The terms of the 
measure were relatively unimportant, if the result 
could be accomplished. Henderson, the Texan secre- 
tary of state, wrote to Memucan Hunt, who had been 
appointed minister from Texas in December, 1836, 

"Jackson to Santa Anna, September 4, 1836; ibid., 275; 
Bancroft's Texas, II., 268 sqq; Yoakum, Texas, II., 154 sqq, 
Santa Anna in his autobiography ("Mi Historia Militar y 
Politica, 1810-187^' J^exico, 1905, page 41) gives an account 
of his reception by Jackson in November, 1836, at Washing- 
ton: "El Presidente Jackson manifest6 vivo empeiio por el 
termino de la guerra. Repetia: 'Mexico reconociendo la 
independencia de Texas sera indemnizado con seis millones 
de pesos.' Yo le contestaba : al Congreso mexicano pertenece 
iinicamente decidir esa cuestion." 

"There were 3277 for and 91 against. Garrison, in article 
cited, 74. 

"Collingsworth and Grayson to Burnet, July 16, 1836; 
Catlett to Austin, January 11, 1837; quoted by Garrison. 
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suggesting that annexation be effected by act of Con- 
gress instead of by treaty in case he should find that 
a treaty of annexation might lack the necessary vote 
in the Senate upon the ratification. This is doubtless 
the first suggestion of the method of annexation by 
joint resolution that was afterwards adopted when 
the Senate rejected Calhoun's treaty in June, 1844." 
Hunt, however, who had to wait for recognition, was 
forced to remain silent upon the ulterior question of 
annexation, and when Jackson went out of office the 
annexation of Texas appeared to be indefinitely post- 
poned. 

With the accession of Van Buren began the play 
of diplomacy that continued until annexation was 
finally effected. TliisAvas to force thg question of 
annexation .for ward by arousing.j>n the-XTnitP.d States 
-the. fear, that _Great Britaijn^ by recognition pf^ or by 
cpmmercial treaties and even, alliance. ..with, Texas, 
would control the destinies of the.Loae Star-E£public. 
In the instructions in which annexation by joint reso- 
lution was suggested to Hunt, Henderson stated that 
"in the event of [a refusal of] that government to 
receive [Texas] . . . into the Union, either as a 
State or as a Territory, it may become necessary for 
Texas to form a Treaty of Amity and Commerce with 
England or some other European power which would 
forever and entirely preclude the people of the United 
States from enjoying any of the benefits resulting to 
Texas." ^ The negotiation of a commercial treaty 

•Garrison, in article cited, 78. 

*• Henderson to Hunt, December 31, 1836. Quoted by Gar- 
rison^ ibid., 78, 
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with Great Britain, however, depended necessarily 
upon recognition, and that did not occur until 1839, 
during the presidency of Lamar, who was opposed to 
annexation to the United States. 

In August, 1837, the well-known anxiety of the 
Texan people for annexation was officially expressed 
by Hunt, who, after reviewing the history of Texas 
and the desirability to both the United States and it- 
self of its incorporation into the American Union, 
urged the immediate discussion and negotiation of a 
treaty of annexation.** Forsyth answered Hunt's let- 
ter promptly and reminded him that the questions of 
recognition and of annexation were quite distinct. As 
to recognition, the United States decided upon the 
question of' fact, and not upon right. Annexation, 
however, proceeded upon a different theory. "The 
jiuestion of the annexa tion oi a foreign independent 
State to the United States had never before been pre- 
sented to the government. . . . Whether the con- 
stitution of the United States contemplated the annex- 
ation of such [an independent] State and if so, in what 
manner that object is to be effected, are questions in 
the opinion of the President, it would be inexpedient, 
under existing circianstances, to agitate. ^So long as 
Texa s^.shall ^*""^?in at_yL^^ while the United Sta tes 
are at peace with her adversary, the proposition of the 
Texa nminister plenipotentiary necessarily involves the 
^uestioo of war with that adversary. The United 
States^are-bound.to Mexico by a treaty jDf amity and 
commerce^ which will be scrupulously observed on 

^Hunt to Forsyth, August 4, 1837; H. Ex. Doc, 40, 25 
Cong., I Sess., g. 
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their part, so long as it can be reasonably hoped that 
Mexico will perform her duties and respect our rights 
under it." *■ 

t Thus Forsyth not only refused Hunt's proposal for 
• annexation, but he declined holding out hopes of any 
reversal of this decision. "The United States might 
justly be suspected of a disregard of the friendly pur- 
poses of the compact, if the overture of General Hunt 
were to be even reserved for future consideration. 
. . . The inducements . . . [for annexation] 
powerful and mighty as certainly they are, are light 
when opposed in the scale of reason to treaty obliga- 
tions and respect for that integrity of character by 
which the United States have sought to distinguish 
themselves." ** 

\' - Thorp iiMiM \}f n*^-mistakft a,*!, tp .the meaning of 
, Forsyth's reply ; it was a definite and final refusal of 
Texan, aimexatien, based upon the duties of the United 
States toward Mexico. Anson Jones, who succeeded 
■ Hunt as minister to the tJnited lStates the next year, 
was instructed formally to withdraw the offer" oT'an- 
ncxation. , Lan]ia|l,an active opponent of annexation, 
became president of Texas in 1838, and the Yexan 
Congress^j-atified the witlidrawil of the annexation 

.^ propo sition. ** ~~" " 

In .YonHolst^history is elaborated an_argument 
to show that it was Jackson's policy, followed by Van 
Buren, to provoke "a war with Mexico upon "the sub- 
ject of the claims, and as a result of this war tcTahhex 



*■ Forsyth to Hunt, August 25, 1837 ; ibid,, 12. 

^ Ibid. J 13. 

** Garrison, in article dted, 96. 
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Texas, This idea had its o rigin with Jolin Qninry 
Adams, who gave utterance to it in his jpr^ jspeech 
llelivered in rhe House during jhe^ su mm er of 1838. 
Von Hoist called Jackson's attempt to press the 
payment of the claims an "unworthy hypocritical 
comedy," * as he had characterized the administration's 
neutrality policy as a "shameless comedy."** Such 
words are obviously unfair. Considering the public 
sentiment in favor of the South American revolutions 
of twenty years before and that shown during the 
recent Cuban insurrection, Jackson's attitude toward 
the Texan revolution appears to good advantage, for 
which he deserves the more credit because his own 
sympathies and those of a great portion of the Ameri- 
can people were with the Texans. When one considers 
the speed with which the United States recognized the 
Republic of Panama, Jackson's position becomes not 
only creditable but commendable. He cannot be^ 
blamed for refusi ng to risk a iy;)x with 1\Tf itnrr This 
is rattier 10 tllj> cr edit, i t his plan had been to push 
Mexico into war on account oFtHe cTaims,~Tfier'e "was 
nothing[^to hinder him jFrotrTcarrying it into^xecution. 
Policies are like the men who create them: they are 
neither wholly good nor wholly bad, Jackson's and . ' 
Van Buren's attitude toward Texan annexation was "" 
cautious, prudent, and founded upon just principles. 
That the tone adopted toward Mexico upon the sub- 
ject of claims was severe does not thereby convict 
Jackson and Van Buren of duplicity, or of hypocrisy, 
or of shamelessness. It was hardly different from the 
one Jackson adopted toward France upon the sub- 

•Von Hoist, II., 597. 
^•/Wrf., II., 583. 
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ject of claims. For that no critidsnTwasmaHS^ That 
many of the claims urged against Mexico were ex- 
orbitant and some of them fraudulent does not change 
the case. Some of the claims were just and of long 
standing. It is ^s much the fault of the historian to 
underestimate their importance as it was the fault of 
the administration to overestimate them. To any one 
who has the slightest knowledge of Spanish-American 
character it is well known that the traditional policy 
of the Spanish-American states is to delay the admis- 
sion of any claims, and when, at last, a claim is ad- 
mitted, to procrastinate in payment as long as patience 
will permit. Instead of using the Mexican claims as 
a cloak for war by which annexation might be accom- 
plished, the reverse may be stated as the truth. Til£^ 
open refusal of the United States to acc ept the Te xan 
off er of annexation put^ e United States in a position 
where demand for payme nt of its claims upon ^.exico 

1 coul d be made with out, anx^suspicion of ulte rior motive . 
Ellis had demanded his passports in 1836 and 
Gorostiza left Washington soon after .*^ Mexico then 
made an overture to the United States for the reopen- 
ing of diplomatic relations, and sent a minister, Mar- 
tinez, to Washington who was instructed to enter into 
a treaty arrangement for the reference of the claims 
to arbitration. Mexico's advance was met by the United 

f States. PWsvfib -HUf^ Marf;ine7 ^rf^f^f^ tn arbitrate the 
\y] claims in a treaty concluded in i-Vip gpring ni.^sLj^ 
Xackson's^licy wasjustified byjts resist. 

** Robert Greenhow was appointed bearer of despatches in 
May, 1837. Martinez was in Washington, August 13, 1838. 

*• Treaties and Conventions between the United States and 
Foreign Powers, 676; H, Bx, Doc, 252, 25 Cong., 3 Sess, 
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The term of Ellis as minister from the United States 
to Mexico covered the administration of Van Buren 
and a part of that of Tyler, when he was replaced by 
Waddy Thompson of South Carolina. Ellis's instruc- 
tions were to continue to observe the neutral policy 
adopted by Jackson. He was to be ready to interpose 
his good offices between Mexico and Texas, but not 
until Mexico should ask for them.^ 

On the part of Texas, the election of Lamar and the 
formal withdrawal of the annexation proposal led into 
new channels of diplomacy. Hunt had warned For- 
syth that if Texas were cast off by the United States, 
she would turn for aid to the powers of Europe, notably 
to France and England, who, he had no doubt, would 
be glad to avail themselves of the great advantages 
which a generous commercial treaty would give them. 
' "The crowned heads of England and France, and their 
majesties' ministers," he said, "will not be altogether 
insensible to. feelings of sympathy and regard for a 
people whose government is headed by individuals 
boasting their descent from the distinguished races over 
which their majesties preside."" Commercial advan- 
tages were more to be reckoned with than the English 
lineage of Sam Houston or the French ancestry of 
Mirabeau B. Lamar. The years 1838 and 1839 saw! 
c omm ercial treaties ratified wftlfSoth France and .; 
Gr^t JAntain. A t " tTie beginning of i840^exas had \ 
been recognized as an independent nation by the_Uijited 
States, Great Britain, France, Holland and Belgium. 
It was no longer independent only in tfie~ eyes of the 

**Fors3rth to Ellis, May 3, 1839; MS., Archives. 
"Hunt to Forsyth, September 12, 1837; H. Bx. Doc. 40, 
2$ Cong., I Sess., 15. 
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United States." Texas had, therefore, a very different 



ppsition-froiQ^what shejiad when J[§ckson jmit outjof 
o ffice. Mexico ref used to recognize Texas, Spain had 
refused for many years to recognize ISIexico. It 
is a characteristic of Spanish diplomatic methods, 
. as it is a part of the Spanish humor, to be oblivious 
of the awkward conditions of the present and to refuse 
to accept the inevitable. For four years Texas had 
maintained her independence by establishing relations 
with the great powers. That Mexico harassed her with 
threatened invasions and guerilla warfare added to 
the financial and political troubles of Texas, but it did 
not convince the world that Texas. was still de jure 
any more than she- was de facto an integral part of 
Mexico. 

"See the interesting and comprehensive article by J. L. 
Worley upon "The Diplomatic Relations of Engird and the 
Republic of Texas," in the Quarterly of the Texas State His- 
torical Association for July, 1905, especially pages 1-15 for 
the events leading to the recognition of Texas by Great 
Britain. 



CHAPTER IV 

The Rei^ATiONs Betwb:en the United States and 
Mexico During the Secretaryship o? 
Daniei. Webster^ 1841-1843 

The desire for Texas was not a mere creation n£ the I 
Tyler administration . We know that at least a part * 
of Texas was, and West Florida was not, a part of 
Louisiana, and that Monroe feared that Texas would 
prove an undesirable addition to the Union, its dis- 
tance from the center of population tending to weak- 
ness rather than strength. Adams's opposition to the 
exclusion of Texas was expressed in his endeavor to 
purchase that province from Mexico. Jackson, who 
had not only acquiesced in the terms of the treaty of 
1819, but approved them, followed Adams's policy 
until the revolution in Texas changed the whole com- 
plexion of the question of annexation. Mexico had 
refused to sell Texas. When that state became inde- 
pendfiQt, Mexi co gave notice tha t jf tb^jJjuti^dJ^ 
annexed it she would declare war. Tackson thereupon 
held aloof, and so did Van Buren . The stabili ty of the 
TgxarL^govertiflifint wa,fi.jUlLJxial Texas must prov e 
able to maintain itself. ' During the years in which 
Texas was allowed to rest, pending" its successful as-, 
sertion of independence, sjayerx..haii4ai§.hed Jcu the 
front as the absorbing national issue through the de- 
bates in Congress upon the right of petition with which 
the name of John Quincy Adams is forever connected. 
The bitterness with which these debates were con- 
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ducted threw the pro-slavery interests upon the de- 
fensive. They so remained until after the defeat of 
-^the Wilmot Proviso. Expansion to the southwest be - 
came indissolubly associated with slavery extension . 
The speeches of Adams and the brilliant although ar- 
gumentative review of the subject by William Jay be- 
came the basis upon which Von Hoist built his narra- 
tive of the Texas question. No one can read Von 
Hoist's detailed presentation of the subject of annex- 
ation without being impressed by its plausibility, 
backed as it is by a mass of authorities, speeches in 
Congress, public documents, and extracts from party 
newspapers. At the same time one cannot fail to see 
Von Hoist's reliance upon Adams, the most uncom- 
promising as well as the most suspicious of antislavery 
statesmen. That stupendous human document, the 
diary of John Quincy Adams, a source of primary im- 
portance during the whole period of Adams's political 
life, becomes after 1829 a repository of Adams's caus- 
tic criticism. No one who differed from him was given 
the credit of honesty. Those who, like Webster, put 
the Union above abolition and believed that the carry- 
ing out of the compromises of the Constitution em- 
bodied the whole duty of the American statesman, 
wjere characterized as panderers to the vices of slavery. 
Thus Calhoun was "the high priest of Moloch;" 
Tyler, "the Virginian slave breeder;" and Webster 
"the man with a gigantic intellect, an envious temper, 
a ravening ambition, and a rotten heart."* All this 
is interesting, but it is not history, nor is it a safe 
source from which to construct an historical narrative. 

* John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XL, ^» 
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Owin gjo ^the peculiar p ositioaJiL whirh Tylpr fotirifl 
himself as a presid ent wi thout a j;^rtY, fver y ^ct of 
ins became food for sus picion^ Even the negotiations 
of Which the Ashburton treaty was the successful out- 
come, unquestionably pursued in good faith, were said 
to have been conducted for the purpose of clearing the 
ground for pro-slavery expansion.' 

As early as October, 1841, upon the reorganization 
of his cabinet, "Tyle J* e^^pressed-tQ- Webster his views 
3p6n i He ann^^ati&fu-of-TexaSr - "I -gave you a hint 
as to the possibility^ of acquiring Texas by treaty. I 
verily believe it cotlld be done, could the North be 
reconciled to it; would anything," he asked, "throw 
so bright a lust J'e around us ? It seems to me that the 
great interests of the north would be incalculably 
advanc'd by such an acquisition. Skeuery — I know 
that is the oJbjertionj and it would be well founded if 
it_!4id J^ot already exist, arnong us, but my belief is 
that a rigid. fiPJQrceme.nt of-tbe. IaM^:&.again&t the slave 
trade^would in time m ^lce as many-frea States, south 
as^theacquisitipn of Texas would add of slave states, 
and then the future, (distant it might be), would pre- 
^sejit wonderful- results." ' X^ebster^soggogitiaa-tflLjui- 
nexation, however, was we ll know n,* and during his 
period of service under Tyler no attempt was made by 
the President to force his pro-annexation views upon 
his secretary of state.* How much Tyler's inaction 

'William Jay, A Review of the Causes and Consequences 
of the Mexican War, 87. 

•Tyler to Webster, October 11, 1841; Van Tyne's Letters 
of Daniel Webster, 240. 

*Curtis's Webster, I., 560-70. 

^Ibid,, II., 227. 
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was due to deference for Webster, who was engaged 
with England at first over the McLeod caseJ and 
finally in the Ashburton negotiation, it is difiicult to 
say. Dflay w^«j Viow^vpr, pmHpnt for se veral rea- 
sons : the importance of the pending negotiation with 
jSnglanrl; the ohjertinn,ia the North to southern ex- 
pansipUj^which^Tyler recognized; the ppppsitiqn to an- 
nexation on the part-oiihe. Tfixan^.^ecutive, Lamar; 
and the fear that annexation would be followed by a 
declaration of war by MexicbnigalnltTHS 
States. As Tyler's term"^ proceeded these causes for 
delay disappeared one by one. 

Mexico had been quiescent toward Texas for four 
years and rnnrp, Th^-waT between Mexicp .^nd her 
revoltedproyiac^jesembled that. between Spain and the 
SpanishrAmerican states in the t^ejjties*. War existed, 
hiif jj; y/as- npf prnsf^gifp.rl Technically there was a 
state of war; actually there was nothing more than a 
succession of threats. T£2^as,_. although jSnancially de- 
pressed and burdened with debt, had managed to main- 
tain herself for -fixe years and had won not only recog- 
nition but it. position of xommercial importance in. the 
eyes of the United States and Europe. ^ Her independ- 
1 ence was a fact admitted by all the world save Mexico.^ 
I Such being the case, the relations between Texas and 
/ the United States could not legally concern Mexico. 
^ Mexico might protest against annexation, she might 
declare war against the United States were annexation 
consummated, but the moral basis of a belligerent atti- 
tude that she had justly in 1836 was lost after the 
five years of Texan independence and her impotent 
attempt at the subjugation of her revolted province. 
jrhe^Jear.& ^ of ly ar^ which _Jark-snn ^p(LJMjix\ JRvtr^ 
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rjghflyjTif asiireHj rpasf^H fn be a controllin g;- factor aft er 
SO long a period of waiting. T he administration of 
j^amar en ded and Houston, who had prnpnaeH annpx- 
ation in 1837, was again president of Texas. Thu s 
anothe r cause for ina ction was removed. JWjth the 
ratific ation of the Ash burton treaty and the resigna- 
tion^ Webster as secretary of state another hindrance I 
disappeared. There remained but to win over the 
Senate to the policy of annexation and Tyler, would, 
Tiave tTie cre dit ot doing'~wKar"A:dams" and^Jackson 
had failedTto^ do,.. It was upon the support of the 
Senate that annexation was to hang. Efirhapsit.was 
due to^the^ ccident upo n the Princeton (in which the 
secretary ol .state and nthpr jofficers.of the government 
werekilledi and the appointment of Calhoun in the 
place of Up shur that the'Tevan treaty gi . atmexation 
failed in 'the Senate. Tyler's plans were not based 
upon such an unforeseen and disastrous accident. This, 
however, is somewhat in advance of the story. JBer 
fore Wet|ster res igned and the annexatign question 
Ayas pushed to the fore, there were, .certain incidents 
of considerable importance in the relations between the 
United States and Mexico. % 

TMie_first was _ the. negotiation for the release of a 
number of Americancitizens^ members of the ill-fated 
Santa_Fe_ expedition of 1841, who had been captUJ^ed 
and wec^ held as prisoners of wa x. T he .second was 
thp rpnppning ni thfJlHf gtl!?" ^^ claims, into which that 
of the acq uisition of California was^interjected: The 
third^was closely connected, witlL.thfi-.secQndjJhfil.Yio- 
lation of Me xican ter ritory by the capture of Monterey 
in Upper California by Commodore Jones. 
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While Texas had ever since its independence laid 
claim as far as the Rio Grande, no authority had been 
exercised over the territory west of the Nueces. Under 
President Lamar the Texan army had been disbanded 
for lack of funds with which to maintain it. .B^t-air 
irregular proceeding Lamar authorized members of 
the Texan army to organize an expedition to go oyer- 
land to Santa Fe for the purpose of winning New 
Mexico for Texas and of extending the authority of 
T?^^.J^-^-^^-tbe_Niajeces. The expedition, consist- 
ing of about three hundred men, enrolled in addition 
to those who had taken the oath of allegiance to Texas 
a number of Americans and subjects of European 
powers. The expedition fared disastrously. Six mem- 
bers were taken prisoners and dri^jen overland some 
two thousand miles to the City of Mexico, there to be 
held as prisoners of war. Among them was George 
M. Kendall, editor of the New Orleans Picayune, 
whose narrative of the expedition is of fascinating 
interest as a graphic account of border adventure.' 
Kendall and the other Americans insisted that they 
were not in any sense identified with the expedition 
in so far as it had any hostile purpose toward Mexico. 
They claimed to be traveling for pleasure, or else that 
they were only traders. As . soon as the capture of 
these men was reported to EUiSj^the American minister 
at Mexico, he demanded their freedom, claiming that 
they should not be held as prisoners of war as they 
were non-combatants .^ad had no connection wjth the 
alleged political purposes of the expedition. Ellis de- 

• Kendall's Santa PS Bxpedition; Yoakum's Texas, II., 321- 
31; Bancroft's North Mexican States and Texas, II., 334-37; 
Waddy Thompson's Recollections, passim. 
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manded the release of the prisoners as a right. Santa 
Anna's government availed itself of the opportunity 
for delay that the discussion of the alleged right 
afforded. Mexico claimed that even if the prisoners 
were non-combatants they had violated a law of Mex- 
ico which forbade any entrance into the province of 
New Mexico from Texas, and that the Americans 
were like Old Dog Tray, in bad company, on account 
of which they should rightly suffer. The discussion 
was prolonged until Ellis received word that Tyler 
had appointed Waddy Thompson in his place. What 
Santa Anna had refuse d as a right he conceded as 
a matte rjpX courtesy^. Kllig's Hpparfiirp was the occa- 
sion_for_Santa, Anna's promise that Kendall and his 
c ompanions wo uld be freed. Soon after Thompson's 
arrival the prisoners were set at liberty. All this was 
effected by Ellis, who was content to drop the argu- 
ment if the object of it was attained.* Before the news 
of the prisoners' release reached Washington, Webster 
had penned a long protest in which he argued that 
Kendall and his friends were held in violation of all 
justice ; that the manner of their incarceration was con- 
trary to the common 'dictates of humanity; and that 
unless the release of tfie prisoners was made within 
ten days after it was demanded, all intercourse with 
Mexico would be suspended. This letter of Webster's 
finds a place in his published works. Its contents 
were not made known to the Mexican government, 
the prisoners being at liberty before Webster's caustic 
letter was received at Mexico. 

It will be remembered that through Forsyth and 
^ H. Bx. Doc. 271, and S. Bx, Doc, 325, 27 Cong,, 2 Sess. 
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Martinez a convention had been arranged for the set- 
tlement of the claims of American citizens against 
Mexico through the arbitration commission. When 
this treaty had finally been ratified, April 7, 1840, and 
the necessary acts of Congress passed to carry it into 
effect, the year 1841 was almost ended. Much time 
, was lost in discussion of the methods to be pursued 

r by the commission, and the period during which it was 

to sit expired with many claims still unconsidered.* 
Webster proceeded to urge the settlement of these 
passed claims, together with a large number of addi- 
tional one3 which had never been presented for arbi- 
tration. It should be stated that the really valid claims 
were admitted by the commission. Much doubt may 
be cast upon those that were rejected and also upon 
those presented too late for consideration. Before 
^ anything had come of the matter, Mexico blazed up 
with threats of the subjugation of Texas and the vigor- 
ous prosecution of the war. Having at this time no 
minister in residence at Washington, the Mexican sec- 
retaiy Tor foreign affairs sent Through an unaccredited 
jperson in New Yorlc * a protest against the assistance 
that citizens"6f the United States had "been" allowed 
to give Texas through the failure to enforce the neu- 
trality laws. The government of the Mexican Repub- 
lic protests "solemnly against the aggressions which 
the citizens of those states are constantly repeating 
upon the Mexican territory,'' and declares that "it 
considers as a violation of the treaty of amity the 

•if. Ex. Doc, 291; H, Report Jog6; S. Ex, Docs, 320 and 
411, 27 Cong,, 2 Sess, 

•Joaquin Velazquez de Leon to Webster, June 24, 1842; 
Webster's Diplomatic and Official Papers, 301. 
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toleration of a course of conduct which produces an 
incomprehensible state of things, a state neither of 
peace nor war, but inflicting upon Mexico the same 
injuries and inconveniences as if war had been de- 
clared between the two nations." " Tyler characterized 
Bocanegra's note as impudent and deserving of a 
severe answer." Webster answered it through Thomp- 
son, who had succeeded Ellis as minister to Mexico. 
After a long review of the history of the struggle be- 
tween Texas and Mexico, W ebster denied that th e 
^ LMted State ? ^^^ p frmit^^^ '^"y Vnipai ^ K ii m ^ ^ wi^tit r a i- 
JtjL Then he used a direct threat, the harshness of the 
tone of which comes out in strong relief when it is 
recalled that at the time he was writing it hff b^H in 
c ontemplation a plan ^for^the^ acq uisition o f California 
by pr essur e on Mexico^ thro ugh t he claims. "Mr. de 
Bbcanegra," he wrote Thompson, "is pleased to say 
that, if war existed between the two countries, proceed- 
ings more hostile, on the part of the United States 
could not have taken place. . . . This opinion, 
however hazardous to the discernment and just 
estimate of things of those who avow it, is 
yet abstract and theoretical, and so far harmless. 
The efficiency of American hostility to Mexico 
has never been tried; the government has no 
desire to try it. It would not disturb the peace for 
the sake of; showing how erroneously Mr. de Bocane- 
gra has reasoned; while on the other hand it trusts 
that a just hope may be entertained that Mexico will 
not inconsiderately and needlessly hasten into an ex- 
periment by which the truth or fallacy of his sentiments 

**Bocanegra to Webster, May 12, 1842; ibid,, 302. 
" Tyler to Webster ; Tyler's Tylers, II., 258. 
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may be brought to an actual ascertainment. . . , 
The United States desires peace. It would be 
with infinite pain that they should find them- 
selves in hostile relations with any of the new 
governments on this Continent. But their Gov- 
ernment is regulated, limited, full of the spirit 
of liberty, but surrounded nevertheless with just re- 
straints; and greatly and fervently as it desires peace 
with all states, and especially with its more immediate 
neighbors, yet no fear of a different state of things 
can be allowed to interrupt its course of equal and 
exact justice to all nations, nor to jostle it out of the 
constitutional orbit in which it revolves."" This 
reply was but a threat. Webster said in effect : 
"Mexico thinks she has suffered as much as she would 
have done had war actually occurred between her and 
the United States. Let her take care to act in such 
a fashion that she will never have to learn how erro- 
neous that opinion is.'' Before Webster's reply reached 
Mexico, Bocanegra issued a circular note to the diplo- 
matic corps residing in Mexico in which he protested 
against the violations of neutrality that the United 
States had tolerated, and announced that Mexico, 
though not willing "to disturb the relations which she 
still preserves with the United States, will assert and 
maintain the justice of her cause, which she considers 
to be based on the law of nations, by doing all that 
is imperiously required for her honor and dignity.' 



if u 



** Webster to Thompson, July 8, 1842 ; Webster's Diplomatic 
and Official Papers, 304-15. 

"Bocanegra to the Diplomatic Corps residing in Mexico, 
May 31, 1842 ; H. Ex, Doc. 266, 27 Cong., 2 Sess., 19. Thomp- 
son to the Diplomatic Corps; ihid., 21. 
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The p urpo se that animated^ Santa, Anna in author- 
izing this bold manifesto is not dear^ but-it^is- probable 

*^?t t^^ rirCMlf*^ "^^^ int<^"r1^d to r^^^^^^ <^V»^ fnrg^. of 

the understandin g betwe en Great Britq^in and the 
United States that thp A<;hhiirfon.W(^hstf^ aegotia- 
tions seemed to impl^. Thompson believed that certain 
members of the diplomatic corps had instigated Bo- 
canegra's action. The Mexican notes to Webster and 
the circular to the diplomatic corps, which stated in 
substance that if the United States continued to tolerate 
what Mexico viewed ^s violations of neutrality Mexico 
would declare war, created a great sensation in the. 
United States. Newspapers in all sections of the 
country declared that war with Mexico was inevitable, 
that Santa Anna had declared conditional war. J[lhere 
is no evidence that Tyl er or Webster believed that 
Santa Anna's threat would be carrie4 ..out. Thomp-*"^ 
son's reports made light of the danger, and no more 
was heard of the question until Commodore Jones, 
stationed with his small squadron off the coast of 
Chile, read about Mexico's conditional declaration of 
war in months-old newspapers which foretold imme- 
diate hostilities with Mexico. Meanwhile that country 
had recovered from its bad temper/, and in the fall of 
1842 sent a minister to Washington, General Almonte, 
the first to hold such a position since Gorostiza had 
demanded his passports in 1837. 

These details of diplomacy are rendered necessary i^ V 
because the c harge has been made that T Y^<;|^^'^ aHmin- « 
istration desired to oush l^exico int ^ fl, dr^^^^r^^'^" ^^ 
war. The same charge w as made against Jack spn.. 
Diiring Webster's term as secretary of st?^t^ ? r^^ T 
effort was directed to the prevention of war: Mexico » 
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was told that "the war against Texas was not only 
useless, but hopeless, without attainable object, injuri- 
ous to both parties, and likely to be in its continuance, 
annoying and vexatious to other commercial nations." " 
All of this was true, but further he did not go save 
"^ once in the threat made through Thompson. . When 
Almonte arrived in Washington the relations between 
the two countries were in better condition, with less 
open friction, than they had been since the battle of 
San Jacinto. 

The method of publishing diplomatic correspondence 
in vogue at that day was by a communication to Con- 
gress upon the call of either house. How much should 
be printed rested usually in the discretion of the Execu- 
tive. Extracts were frequently printed, when the 
whole letter, if known to the world, might have had 
an embarrassing effect. It was usual, however, but 
by no means the rule, to indicate what parts of the cor- 
respondence sent to Congress were extracts and what 
vfrere full letters. The first despatch from Thompson, 
dated April 29, 1842, was read by Webster May 30, 
riot long before Bocanegra's note as above quoted was 
received. Upon a call of the Senate Tyler sent the 
parts of Thompson's letter upon the subject of the 
Santa Fe prisoners. Nothing in it showed that a part 
had been left out, yet a long argument by Thompson for 
the acquisition of California was omitted. "I believe," 
wrote Thompson, "that this government would cede to 
us Texas and the Califomias, and I am thoroughly 
satisfied that this is all we shall ever get for the claims 
of our merchants in this country. As to .Texas, I re- 

" Webster to Thompson, June 22, 1842; MS., Archives. 
* * I i -.• • • 



WEBSTER AND MEXICO, 184I-1843 lOI 

gard it as of but little value compared with California, 
the richest, the most beautiful, and the healthiest coun- 
try in the world. Our Atlantic border secures us a 
commercial ascendency there. With the acquisition of 
Upper California, we should have the same ascendency 
on the Pacific. The Harbor of San Francisco is ca- 
pacious enough to receive the navies of the world. In 
addition to which California is destined to be the gran- 
ary of the Pacific. It is a country in which slavery \ 
is not necessary and therefore, if that is made an ob- j 
jection, let there be another compromise. \ France and il 
England both have had their eyes upon it. The latter ' 
has yet. I am profoundly satisfied that in its bearing 
upon all the interests of our country, the importance 
of the acquisition of California cannot be overesti- 
mated." " Writing privately to Tyler soon afterwards, 
Thompson begged for special instructions both as to 
moving i h the matter and as to the extent to which he 
was to go in the negotiafFon and tHelimount to be paid. 
The acquisition of California, he said, would reconcile 
the northern people, as they had large fishing and 
commercial interests in the Pacific, and we had liter- ;, 
ally no port there.^ Webster received Thompson's I 
plea for the annexation of California favorably. "In 
seeRing acquisiHoii'slo be govefne'd as terrTtofles, and 
lying at great distance from the United States," he 
wrote, "we ought to be governed by our prudence and 
caution, and a still higher degree of these qualities 
should be exercised when large territorial acquisitions 
are looked for, with a view to annexation. Neverthe- 

*• Thompson to Webster, April 29, 1842; MS., 
See Waddy Thompson's Recollections. 
"Thompson to Tyler, May 9, 1842; MS., Archives. 
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less, the benefits of a good harbour on the Pacific are 
so obvious, that to that extent at least the BresidenL 
gtrnngl y in/ ^iji^pc tn favnr the id ea of a treaty with 
t/^- c //^^i^ \M?xico."" Webster thereupon sugyesteH conneclTngi^ 



\/ 



< y A the claims with t he negotiation for California (a^plan 
-» • ' ^ ""^ Iwhich Polk afterward pursued), or at least for the port 

j^^^.t ''**^' ^ |of San Tr'aricTsca ^England, he believed, wouIcTnot 

EmdeinBie United States. "You will proceed in this 
'^ matter very cautiously and quite informally, seeking 

rather to lead the Mexican Secretary to talk on the 
subject, than to lead directly to it yourself. You will 
be particularly careful not to suffer the Mexican Gov- 
ernment to suppose that it is an object upon which 
we have set our hearts, or for the sake of which we 
should be willing to make large remuneration. The 
cession must be spoken of rather as a convenience to 
Mexico, or a mode of discharging her debts." 

Tyler's inclination for C^ lifornia_le d no further than 

the writing: of Webster's letter to Thompson and the 

sounding of Great Britain upon the question of the 

acquisition of California by the United States. Web- 

,^ster instructed Everett to make informal overtures to 

JEier Maje<;ty'g governrnent "fpr the settlernenf'oY the 

X)regon question^ and the matters, in disput€ljbetwee.n 
Mexico and thg_ United States by a tripartite arrange- 
ment which should, as one provision, embrace a ces- 
sion to the United States .of the port of San Francisco 
on the coast of California." JLordJJLberdeen: hAfoHu ed 
^Everett that "though the Queen's Government would 
not deem it expedient- to become a partjr to' any such 

" Webster to Thompson, June 27, 1842 ; Van Tync's Letters 
of Daniel Webster, 269. 
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arrangement, thev had no t t he s ^^gb^-*^^ nhjorfinn to 
our making an acquisition of territory in that direc- 
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in 1843 *2it Commodore Tones (who two years before 
had been placed in command of the Pacific squadron) 
had seized Monterey in C^Ufomia undrr .the. -false 
impression that war existed betwecalhfc United States 
and M fi^ ic^. This Montery incident, partaking much 
of the character of opera bouflfe, has doubtless had more 
attention paid to it than its intrinsic importance de- 
mands. Adams told Webster that he believed it to 
be, along with the question of the right of search, 
the bill for the occupation of Oregon, and all the 
movements for the annexation of Texas, part of one 
great system looking for a war for conquest and plun- 
der from Mexico, and a war with England and an alli- 
ance with France." The Monterey que stion was no 
part of any pr econceived plam-ior it effectually put 
<L stop to Thomp son's negotiation for tl ^^ acquisi tion 
of Californ ia in exchange for the claims against 
Mexico . 

Jones's orders, which had been issued in December, 
1841, can by no possible argument be construed as 
giving authority for any aggressive measures toward 
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" Everett to Calhoun, March 28, 1845 ; MS., Archives. Web- 
ster's instructions to which Everett referred do not appear 
in the State Department files. Everett believed that Mexico 
might sell California because Bunsen told him that Mexico 
had previously offered it to Prussia. 

"John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XI., 346. Webster denied 
it. Certainly Aberdeen's attitude toward the purchase of 
California by the United States gave no basis for the belief 
that Webster looked for war with England. Von Hoist (II., 
615) quotes Adams's charge but omits Webster's denial. 
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Mexico. On the contrary, while he was instructed to 
, cruise along the coast of California and to explore • 
i its bays and harbors, he was cautioned to exercise 

great prudence and discretion "in avoiding all occa- 
^ sions of exciting the jealousy of either of the Powers 
^ having possessions or claims in that quarter, with 

whom the United States are, and desire to continue, 

at peace."* 

In September, 1842, Jones's squadron was at Callao. 
A British fleet left that port under sealed orders. 
Jones believed that it had sailed for California. *'Th9 
ry-^/^//?jiffajr, ^h^ qM^nS^QH ^^ ^he right gf search, the 
mission of Lord As hbur ton, the sailing ofj^trong 
squadrQn frpm France under^^aled orders, for the 
mi^tefy-occ«pationy,.a&. it ..np>Y .ai)£earSj_of_the_Mar- 
^gtuesas and Washington Islands ; new difficulties be- 
tween the United States and Mexico, the well-foufRied 
rumor of a cession of the Calif omias [to England] 
aad lastly the seciet movements of the EnglislTTRtval' 
force in this quarter, have all occurred since the date 
of your last order to me. Consequently I am without 
instructions, or the slightest intimation as to your 
views and wishes upon what I consider as a vital 
question to the United States — the occupation of Cal l- 

fornia by Grgat. Britoin..>.uadfx..n fingg trratj^with 

Mexico." ** At first sight Jones's action was an inde- 
fensible outrage which had its incentive in his desire 
as a southerner to conquer California and to extend 
the area of slavery. A reading of his correspondence, 
however, tempers one's judgment of the man and of his 

"•//. Bx. Doc. 166, 27 Cong., 3 Sess., 46, 48. 
"Jones to Upshur, September 13, 1842; ibid., 68. 
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deeds. . Rumors of a secret cession of California to 
England were of long standing." It was openly stated 
that Mexico had mortgaged California to secure a 
large loan. Such indeed was not the case, but the 
repeated nmior was calculated to operate upon Jones's 
judgment. The account of Bocaneg ^rfl'iS ^<^^"^?^ ^/;>.fV»^ 

diplomatic corps, as given in AmpHran npwspapgrfl^ 

reached Ton es months after ^t3b>fi.incidCTt had closed. 
At such a distance from home and ^tl^out ^i[ ] ^tqirtinn5s . 
Jones decided to crowd all sail to Q ^liff^mia to..fru&::. J 
trate theJBntist £efit and, be lieving f fc^t, yyar ^fl^"^^ / 
be Aejnevitable result Qf Bocanegra's circular, to take J 
possession of Monterey, the capital of Mexico's pro- 
vince. Jones's judgment was, as the sequel showed, 
faulty, but had he been right in his conjecture he 
might have been a precursor of Dewey : the conqueror, 
of California and a hero in our naval history. The 
commodore appeared off Monterey October 19. He 
found no British vessels in the harbor. The dilapidated 
"castle," mounting a few old guns, made no hostile 
front. Jones demanded the surrender of the town and 
province. Without ^^f fir"g ^^ ^ *=^^*^, tlie_M.exican 
flag was 1nw f^^(^H anH thp AjmPTJf^" flag raised. That 
ilight_Xarkin,-a merchanti)! Monterey^ .and^afterwards 
A gierican consul (an d an active agent in the final / 
C onques t of California.), .showed Jones, that jno re re - 
cent advices demonstrated that the Uhited States and 



^ \Jpvirn j^erg still at^jpeaceV ' Jones acted promptly, 
Inwprfifl ffip /\m<>riran flag, raiscd and saluted that of 
Mexico, and departed. He was now aware of the risk 

"Ashburton wrote to Webster, April 28, 1844, that he be- 
lieved Great Britain never dreamed of acquiring California. 
Webster's Private Correspondence, XL, 192. 
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he had assumed. In his report upon the affair he 
said: "I may be wrong in all my deductions and con- 
clusions. If so, I may forfeit my commission and all 
that I have acquired in seven and thirty years' devotion 
to my country's service. Terrible as such a conse- 
quence would be to me and my family, it was not suf- 
ficient to deter me from doing what I believed to be 
my duty, when a concatenation of unforeseen and 
unforeseeable events rendered prompt and energetic 
action necessary for the honor and interest of my 
country. Come what will, I have the proud satisfac- 
tion of believing, that however severely my judgment 
may be condemned, no one will question the motives 
which impelled me to action." " 

/ ^Upon^the receipt of the news,of_lpnes's ill-advised 
I action, the secretary of the navy-i^ecaUedhiixiirom his 
\ cpmmandi He returned to Washington for an inquiry 
\ and was tempacarily,fiU3pended froia-the. service. 

Thompson at Mexico, without waitin g* for instruc- 
tions_iipQn,,lhe . sub2ect^_disavd wed Jo ne s's acr~an d 
^gmmised_^ompl ete repar ation for all, i uiuries done. 
After some correspondence between Thompson and 
Bocanegra at Mexico and between Webster and Al- 
monte at Washington, the matter was adjusted. Al- 
^gnp nte de manded Jones's punishmgtit for th e "inaud ito 
atentado" againsf~Mexico.** Webster apologized for 
the affront to the dignity of Mexico, and expressed the 
great regret of the President at what had happened 
and the conviction that "no such unfortunate and un- 

" Jones to the Secretary of the Navy, October 24, 1842; 
H, Ex. Doc, 166, 27 Cong,, 3 Sess,, 70. 

•* Almonte to Webster, January 24, 1843; ibid,, 3. 
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authorized occurrence ought in any degree to impair 
the amicable relations subsisting between the two 
countries so evidently to the advantage of both/'* 

The Monterey incident peaceably disposed of, atten- 
tion was again directed to the question of claims, which 
W2^ never allowed to lie idle for any leng^ of time. 
In January, 1843, Thompson made an ag reement, jrith 
the Mexican go venmientextendingJtbfiJiiii^ for pay-- 

ment f^Jj^!^ HaimQ imHpr fhp^ arhifr^tinn award. As 

toThe claims not adjusted, which he was instructed to 
press for settlement, Thompson was not enthusiastic. 
In a communication to Congress Tyler reported a let- 
ter from Thompson in which he complained that 
"claims of the most manifest and admitted justice were 
postponed from day to day and from year to year." 
A further comment of Thompson's was omitted. 
Among the pending claims was one of William S. 
Parrott for six hundred and ninety thousand dol- 
lars, which was based largely upon the seizure of 
a lot of bottled porter.' "These cl aims /' T bnmpRon 
repQrtf(l^ "arp ^qt nf^such a ch aracter as to justify 
menace and the execution of that menace if compliance 
is refused. I am constrained to say that if tliey were 
referred to me as a judge, I could not admit them, 
nay more, I cannot with a clear conscience assist them." 
Parrott 's claim was exaggerated, he said, to a disgust- 
ing degree. "To assist such a claim would subject 
both me and the Government to ridicule, if nothing 
worse/'* Nevertheless he followed his instructions 
and saw some prospects of success. "When I came 

"Webster to Almonte, January 30, 1843; ibid., 5 

" Thompson to Webster, November 30, 1842 ; MS., Archives. 
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here," he said, "the claims were not worth twenty cents 
on the dollar. I regard them now as worth par."" 

Nothing was accomplished further than this upon 
the claims while Webster was in office. The pressure 
which h^(] hppn f^\:f^rff^<^ "poij h im to resign had never 
V lost, but had gained force. His reasons f or continuing 
as secretaryjo£stsj£jliaAiloJonger any binding strength. 
The Ashburton treaty had been concluded and ratified 
by aTIargef vote InThr'Senate than' Web^erhad lioped 
for." JThe peace had been kept with M exic o notwith- 

gtanHingr ^ gpriPQ nf vf^YatJQUg inriH^nfc which might 

easily Jjaye led to a bregclL Webster's diplomatic 
activities during his two years as secretary had been 
fruitful in other directions, particularly by the opening 
of diplomatic relations with China and of consular re- 
lations with Hawaii.** The subjects of the Danish 
Sound dues and of the change in our commercial re- 
lations with the German states by the formation of the 
Zoll-Verein, a complete discussion of which belongs 
to a later period, also claimed Webster's attention." 
But with the Ashburton treaty ratified and in force, 
Webster had no further desire to remain in Tyler's 
official family. Fortunately, before he left the cabinet 
he was able to straighten out a misunderstanding over 
the article in the treaty of Washington providing for 
joint cruising against the slave-trade." 

"^Thompson to Webster, January 31, 1843; MS., Archives. 

"Webster to Jeremiah Mason, August 21, 1842; Webster's 
Private Correspondence, II., 146. 

"John W. Foster's American Diplomacy in the Orient; 
J. M. Callahan's American Relations in the Pacific and the 
Far Bast. 

"Webster's Diplomatic and OMcial Papers, 382-92. 

"Ibid, 
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In his message at the opening of Congress in 1842 
Tyler approved the course of Cass in protesting 
against the quintuple treaty. He praised the joint- 

rniigjng-^rHrjT^ nf^thj* A,^h^"^^" trp^^fy ag an indioi- 

tion of the Americ a n position as to the right of search. 
The^ message reached England and gave rise to a 
spirited debate in Parliament and a letter of inquiry 
"frbm""ABerdeen"aFl:o Webster's construction of the 
article. Ashburton wrote Webster that the question of 
the right of search had never been discussed between 
them, and that the joint-cruising convention had been 
adopted as a practical measure for the accomplishment 
of a specific purpose. In this view he was correct. As 
has been said, it was a plan suggested by Tyler and 
agreed to by Ashburton. Webster wrote to Everett 
that the right of search had had no place in his nego-* 
tiation with Ashburton; that no concession was asked 
of, or g^ven by, Great Britain. Following this up, he 
elaborated upon the falsity of the distinction made be- 
tween right of visitation and right of search. 
Aberdeen, upon reading it, told Everett that he con- 
curred in every word of the despatch and that he agreed 
that there was no distinction between the right of 
search and that of visitation. It was an amiable re- 
ception of what proved to be Webster's valedictory. 
The attack upon Ashburton for having signed a "capit- 
ulation" was changed into a vote of thanks by Parlia- 
ment, as Webster's so-called "surrender", had been 
ratified by the overwhelming vote of the Senate. 

The settlement of the northeastern boundary, the 
^d opSbn of a^ practical method for the extinction of the 
slave-trade by preventing a fraudulent use of the 
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-AmericaiL.fl§£;, ^^d the incorporation into public law 
of the principle ^f extradition werejdipjomatic honors 
enougfiL Aft er^., short tim<^ n^ o ne of common sense 
cared, as Ashburt on sa id, about the precise position 
of Lake Pohenagamook." "The merit of the settle- 
ment was that it would not stand the description of a 
sharp bargain." 

The quarrels between Tyler and Congress and the 
divisions of the Whig party are not within the scope 
of the present inquiry. The reasons that led Web- 
ster to resign from Tyler's cabinet, in so far as they 
were political, do not belong to the diplomatic history 
of the period. As has been stated, the Oregon ques- 
tion had^e^aj^ioildted^from th^^^ n^otiation, 
and Webst er hoped to s ettl^Jhis himse lf by a special 
mTssTon. During the winter of 1843 such ^ special 
mission was contemplated and the consideration of it 
reluctantly dropped by Tyler." 

The business to be undertaken by Webster in this 
special mission was intricate and delicate. The settle- 
ment of the Oregon question was of course the first 
and most important. Although Ashburton had not 
entered into that matter, he was reported to have 
stated to Webster that he thought England would 
make no objection if Mexico would concede some- 
thing south of our boundary of forty-two degrees 
across the continent, so as to include the ports of San 
Francisco and Monterey." 

"Ashburton to Webster, January 2, 1843; Webster's Pri- 
vate Correspondence J II., 162. 

"Webster to Everett, January 29, 1843; Curtis's Webster, 
II., 176. 

■*J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, XI., 347; Tyler's Tylers, II., 260. 
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Tlien f\\e Prgsident suggested sending Everett from 
the Court of St. James to China as a special commis- 
sioner to open diplomatic relations with the empire 
of tTfe Far East. The positioo. of .minister- to Gi^esit 
Britain was to be tjiedoor_bY> which Webster might 
cracefuUy let himself out of the cabinet." In Sep- 
tember, 1841, one of Tyler's Virginia friends, Wise, 
had suggested this : "in no way can we jilt Webster ex- 
cept by sending him to England."" Upshurjvas to 
take VVebster'g plp^^ ^g ^y^pr's sf^rrpfarjr of state. 
The position of commissioner to China did not tempt 
Everett, who preferred to remain where he was. Ash- 
burton, upon hearing that Everett might leave England 
for the "Celestial Empire," said that he would be much 
too fine an instrument for such a purpose. "It would 
be cutting blocks with a razor."" It is no mere coin- 
cidence that Webster's resignation was placed in 
Tyler^s hands ]Vlay^,"iS^3, the same day upon which 
gverett's positive declioation was. .Xieceived. Everett 
could not be recalled to make room for Webster. 
Every consideration of friendship, of loyalty, and even 
of political expediency prevented that. After the 
China mission had been suggested to Everett and de- 
clined by him, no course was left to Webster but to 
resign. With». Webster's place - te-fiH, Tyter^ break 
with the past was,xofl3iplete. Hugh S. Legare, the 
attorney general, was made secretary of state ad in- 

"Tyler's Tylers, II., 263, note. Cf. Webster to Everett, 
January 29, 1843, ut sup, John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, 
XL, 347. 

"Tyler's Tylers, II., 120. 

"Ashburton to Everett, April 28, 1844 (1843); Webster's 
Private Correspondence, II., 192. 
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^enm. A week after his retirement Webster wrote 
that in his judgment Upshur, the secretary of the navy, 
would be appointed. "The President's range for choice 
is limited," he said. "Mr. Upshur is an accomplished 
lawyer, with some experience abroad, of gentlemanly 
manners and character, and not at all disposed to create, 
or to foment foreign difficulties. How much of gen- 
eral comprehensiveness and practical ability he pos- 
sesses is yet to be evinced. I think the President could 
not at present have done better." " 

At this time, however, Webster was not as fully in 
Tyler's confidences as might be supposed. Calhoun 
see ms to have kno wn, two months before Webster's 
r esignat ion was in the President's Tiands^ that tHere 
would be a_ change in the state department, and that 
Upshur would be Webster's successor. The choice of 
Upshur was entirely satisfactory to Calhoun and his 
friends. "It would give him [Upshur]," so Calhoun 
wrote to Duff Green, "a commanding position! in 
which he might exert a very salutary influence over 
the important questions that are likely to grow out 
pf our foreign relations the next few years." " 

Thus_ended the first half of Tyl£r,!&-admini§Jtration, 
md with the resignation of Webster the opponent of 
[the annexation of Texas left the President^ councils. 
In his place came Upshur, who put into execution 
Tyler's long deferred plan. Thenceforth during the 
remainder of Tyler's administration every effort was 
made to recover what Tyler claimed Monroe's admin- 

■• Webster to Everett, May 12, 1843; Webster's Private 
Correspondence, II., 173. 

"Calhoun to Duff Green, February (March) 19, 1843; 
Report of the American Historical Association, 1899, II., 52(5. 
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istration had suffered to be lost. The reannexation o fT^J 
Tevas was the poHrv of Tvler. His new secretary of 
state lost no time in planning a campaign that might 
make the policy effective and Texas a part of the . 
American Union. ' \ 
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CHAPTER V 

The NiecoTiATioNS :por Texas Under Upshur 

1843-1844 

of T yler the long-suppres ^^^ |p/^1i-natj^^ ^f ^l^^ frpgi- 
3emr^of tHe' annexation of ^^^t^*' mnniffstH itpHf 
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W B^'jRe appointment to the head of the gtate depa rt- 
ment of Upshur, whom Tyler's Virginia friends had 
been urging for the place since the first reconstruction 
of the cabinet in September, 1841, the que§.tioji_of 
Texas pushed to the fore to the exclusion of every 
Other matter of iordgc^ffairs. How long before 
Webster's resignation the cabinet had been in a fer- 
ment over annexation it is scarcely possible to state 
definitely. 

In December, 1841, John Quincy Adams was told 
that the proffer of annexation, withdrawn by Texas 
in 1838, would soon be renewed, but he confessed that 
the developments of the project were not yet suffi- 
ciently clear and explicit to know how to meet and 
counteract it/ Newspapers south and north discussed 
annexation pro and con, but no one believed that there 
could be found a majority of either house of Congress 
favorable to the measure upon any former terms. Until 
Lamar's retirement from the presidency of Texas, late 
in 1841, no action was taken reversing the decision 
made three years earlier, which finally withdrew the 
proposal of Texas' to the United States. 

*John Quincy Adams, Memoirs, XL, 41. 
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From the inauguration of Lamar's successor the 
policy of Texas swung back to what it had been dur- 
ing Houston's former term, when through him over- 
tures for annexation had been made to Van Buren and 
finally declined. Ih§re_was_no mistaking the ternper 

^lihf- P^^P^^ <^^ Tpvnr iipnn thn qii o af i n w -4W- they 

CQuld imagine no other outcome than the incorporation 
of their nation with the United States^. As IQ the 
_officers of the government of Texas, it is not so easy 
^tP speak. Houston's sincerity in his favorable attitude 
to annexation has been questioned and denied. Some 
have thought that in his heart he really preferred the • 
independence of Texas, if that could be maintained, 
even with the aid of Great Britain and France. Others 
have believed that during the years from 1841 to 1844 
he was merely "coquetting" with Great Britain in 
order to force the hand of the United States; and 
further that he gave all the prominence possible to the • 
alleged intrigues of Great Britain with Texas in order 
to develop in the United States a sentiment for an-' 
nexation as a measure of defense against the encroach-. / 
ments of the former country.' There is much that^ 
points to such an explanation of the sinuous course 
that Houston adopted, but proof is lacking that any 
definite understanding existed between the executives 
of the United States and Texas. Indeed, the evidence 
points away from any understanding whatever. The 
truth seems to be that Houston made up his mind that 
the United States could be forced into a positive atti- 
tude upon annexation ; that Texas and not the United , 
States should appear to be in a receptive attitude ; that 

*Worley in the Quarterly of the Texas State Historical 
Association, July, 1905, 40. 
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the United States and not Texas should be the one to 
press the proposal for annexation. Houston's idea 
seems to have been to put the United States into an 
aggressive position, in which Texas might drive as 
good a bargain as possible.* . It is significant that the 
negotiations for the annexation of Texas were con- 
ducted at Washington. It is even more significant 
that the American charge in Texas, William S. Mur- 
phy, was kept uninformed for two months that his 
government had proposed annexation. Early in his 
second administration Houston made an overture for 
annexation only to withdraw it. Then the United 
States reopened the question. Houston declined to 
consider it. The Texan Congress overruled the presi- 
dent's declination, but it availed nothing until Houston 
had managed to obtain from the United States assur- 
ances of protection pending any negotiation. These 
had, Houston agreed to annexation. This much in out- 
line is set forth here, in advance of the proper and 
orderly presentation of the narrative, for the purpose 
of emphasizing what is believed to be the key to 
Houston's diplomacy during Tyler's administration. 
During the negotiation with Texas the scene shifts 
from Washington to Texas, thence to London and 
back again. All lines of the narrative must be kept in 
mind. The events in Texas ais well as those at Wash- 
ington and at London are important for a correct ap- 
preciation of the development of the policies of Hous- 
ton and Tyler. 

•Anson Jones (OMcial Correspondence, passim) impugns 
Houston's motives and claims to have been alone steadfast 
for annexation, although he admits that there was a game 
played toward France and England. 
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Before Houston had been in office five months he 
despatched a new representative to Washington, James 
Reily, whom he authorized to renew the proposal for 
annexation.* Reily frankly confessed that the time ' 
was not ripe for the United States to act.* Tyler he . 
found enthusiastic and "sincerely desirous of consum- 
mating annexation immediately. . . . The President 
would act in a moment if the Senate would assent."* 
Tyler's enthusiasm was shared by others. "Although 
annexation was spoken of by the few warm and ardent 
friends of the measure, including the President, R. J. 
Walker, Upshur and Gilmer, Dr. Gwin of Mississippi, 
and others useless to mention, yet at no time [during 
Reily's short residence at Washington] was it discussed 
as a probable event. All parties were satisfied that no 
treaty of annexation would be ratified by the Senate, 
and there was not even a majority in favor of the 
policy in the lower House." * So Reily reported upon 
the state of feeling during the summer of 1842. There 
were manifold reasons why the question could not then * 
be brought forward. The Ashburton negotiation was ■ 

in il^Alf_gn2! !£ :^ h t^ ^^ g'^ g^ t^^ ^nfir^ n^t^nti'r^i i ^f TyU i- 

'ebstex was, opposed lo the measur,e.. The character 

* Jones, Official Correspondence, 38. 

•Reily to Jones, March 25, 1842: "I would rather die than 
remain here. . . . Nothing can be done here in the way 
of negotiations for Texas." Ibid., 178. 

•Reily to Jones, July 11, 1842; Yoakum's Texas, II., 347. 
Houston to Jones, August 2, 1842: "In Reil/s place I have 
sent Van Zandt to Washington. He will be prudent and will 
not jump high enough to endanger his safety." Jones, Official 
Correspondence, 186. 

^Niles" Register, LXXIII., 147, quoted by Tyler, Tylers, 
II., 256. 
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that the Texans had shown in their Santa Fe ex- 



peditions — the first, which Kendall accompanied, and 
the second, known as Sniveley's expedition — was not 
such as to gain them additional moral isupport. Pos- 
sibly the former and certainly the latter of these ex- 
peditions was a mere freebooting enterprise. • The 
members of the first had been captured by the Mexi- 
cans and liberated only through the determined efforts 
of the representatives of the United States. Sniveley's 
command had been disarmed by a detachment of United 
States troops near the border. "The first step," wrote 
Jackson to Houston, "that led to the injury of the 
fame of Texas, was that foolish campaign to Santa 
Fe; the next the foolish attempt to invade Mexico, 
without means or men sufficient for the occasion."* 
Texan military enterprise came to be looked upon in 
the United States, even by the friends of Texas, as 
guerilla warfare, unredeemed by the appearance of a 
defensive undertaking. Thus the character of Texas as 
an independent nation had sunk in fh"e estimatibirof\the " 
American people. I A further reason why Tyler de- 
ferred, any action was that the Mexican claims were 
under discussion. Finally, the United States and Mex- 
ico were upon a more friendly footing, so that, there 
were reasons enough for Tyler's declination of Hous- 
ton's offer delivered through Reily in July,, 1842. It 
would have been a waste of time to hazard the question 
of annexation. All that Houston's agent accomplished 
was an agreement with Webster for a commercial 
treaty j This the Senate rejected upon the ground that 

•Jackson to Houston, August 31, 1843; Yoakum, TexiM^, 
II., 406. 
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such a treaty with Texas would interfere with 
the prosecution of the claims against Mexico, 
fe the fsftl of 18 42 Housto n sent another agent, 
Isaac Van Zandt, who— r^)eated the oflFer--iT«de 
.by Reily,^ . Tyler again declined the proposal. 
So far Houston had met with failure in every 
, attempt looking toward an understanding with the 
United States. The experience with Jackson and Van 
Buren was being repeated. 

^:^^h this rejfrtion of thpjrfffr^'^ proposed by Van 
^andtj Houston, began upon a.new theory. TKis was 
^to.cultivate.by. eyety means, passible &e. jealousy with 
which the United States regarded Great Britain^ _ The 
first step in this policy was to reconsider the offer made 
by_3^an Zandt And. declined, by Tylec „ Houston in- 
structed Van Zand.t to say to the authorities of the 
United States that it would now be necessary for the 
'United States to make an advance So decided as to 
open wide the door of negotiation to Texas. Should 
That be done Texas would renew the proposal for an- 
nexation.* 

Houston was not compelled to wait long for the 
sentiment in the United States to assume an aggressive 
character. Gilmer of Virginia, who with Upshur was 
in closest contact with Tyler and in his confidence, 
published a letter in which he put forward the "re- 
annexation" of Texas to the United States as the im- 
mediate duty of the government. This letter of Gilmer 
was, according to Benton, the first step in a great 
conspiracy which had for its object not only the an- 

• Jones to Van Zandt, February 10, 1843; Yoakum's Texas, 
II., 407. 
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nexation of Texas (no great wrong in itself in Benton's 
eyes), but the promotion of the candidacy of Calhoun, 
who avowedly aspired to be Tyler's successor. This 
meant the defeat of Martin Van Buren for the Demo- 
cratic nomination in 1844. The most detailed treat- 
ment of the subject is that of Von Hoist, who in fol- 
lowing Benton's view of an intrigue in the interests 
of Calhoun makes his narrative revolve about the 
political situation that resulted in the defeat of Van 
Buren in the Democratic convention of 1844. The 
charge of . BentQU^ — that Tyler's, enthusiasm ior. JTexan 
annexation was but a p^rt of. an jntrigue to fasten. 
Calhoun jipon the Democratic party-r-docs not^efiULlC). 
be well sustained. If such an intrigue existed, Tyler 
was obviously ignorant of it. He was from the be- 
ginning of his term enthusiastic for Texas. We have 
seen the forces that hindered his enthusiasm from 
becoming effective. Gilmer's public letter advocating 
immediate annexation was claimed to be the first direct 
act of the Calhoun intriguers. The tone of this letter 
is sufficiently explained by the status of the relations 
with Texas. That the letter appeared soon after Cal- 
houn had resigned from the United States Senate is 
probably coincidental. There is nothing In Calhoun's 
correspondence to show that there was any connection 
between his resignation from the Senate and his presi- 
dential candidacy on the one side, and the annexation 
of Texas on the other. It is difficult to see how 
the advocacy of annexation would at that time have 
furthered Calhoun's political chances. Perhaps this 
was merely a ruse. It is difficult to frame a theory of 
the Tyler-Texas-Calhoun propaganda with which all 
the facts fit perfectly. Calhoun was^ and Jiad been for 
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a l ong time, favorable to Texan annexation. So wa s 
Tyler. So was Jackson until the responsibilijty of 
pffic e^SLTid his regard for V^ n Buren as his successor 
made him cautiou s^ Ty ler , without a p^rty, believed 
tive time ripe for annexation. He was surrounded by 
Calhoun's friends, Upshur and Gilmer among the num- 
^r. Calhoun resigned from the Senate and was nomi- 
nated by South Carolina for the presidency two years 
before the national convention was to meet The pur- 
pose was, of course, to defeat Van Buren. Calhoun 
emphasized his position upon the tariff, upon which he 
was in opposition to Van Buren's friends. Upon the 
tariff, he believed. Van Buren was prostrated in the 
south," and Texas came after the tariff as a subject 
upon which the South could unite. Calhoun favored it. 
Van Buren finally opposed it. Tyler was th e instrii- 
rnent by .whkh .jaaafixation was^ brought forward by 
galhpun's friends, but in the end neither Calhoun, nor 
Yan Buren, nor Tyljex .made political, capital .out of the 
Te^gas qiiestioji^ It resulted, however, in thrpwingt^ 
Van Buren overboard, which many southern, Demo- 
crats had determined upon as early as 1841. Annexa- 
tion was not broached through Calhoun, but through 
Calhoun's old enemy, Jackson. Gilmer's letter to 
the public was sent to Jackson by a member of the 
House from Tennessee. It was no coincidence that 
Houston wrote Jackson at the same time. The reply 
from the Hermitage was couched in as strong terms 
as the increasing body of annexationists could desire. 
The suspicions of John Quincy Adams took fire at 
the aggressive attitude of the annexationists. Early 

"Calhoun to Duff Green, August 31, 1842; Report of Am. 
Hist. Association, 1899, II., 516. 
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in March, 1843, he joined with twelve colleagues of 
the lower house in an address to the people of the 
United States, warning them against the machina- 
tions of the administration to secure the extension 
of slavery by adding Texas to the Union, pointing 
out the gross violations of our neutral obligations to- 
ward Mexico, and calling upon the free states for re- 
newed and increased activity to avert the calamity 
with which the country was threatened. At the time 
Adams's address was published there was no propo- 
sition for annexation pending, so far as the records 
show. The month before Van Zandt had determined 
to let the matter rest while the United States made the 
move." 

Lt this juncture Houston had th eadyantage of a 
series^ of. events which, better than any he could have 
I devised, served to awalcen theTealousy of the United 
Itates toward Great Britain. Santa Auna^had threat- 



^n ed to renew t he yrar againg t^exaSj so Houston 
as ked t}\^ t the United States. Great B ritain^"aiTd Trainee, 
acting jointly, mediate between his country and Mex- 
ico. Great BritsSn-dedined .txx.joia.wjtk the .other 
powers in mediation, but promised by acting alone to 
interpose her good offices for the termination of Jhe 
war. Santa Anna was prevailed upon by Doyle, the 
British charge in Mexico, to -suhmitjtn^ armistice to 
Houston. Doyle, in -Mexico,, .and Elliott* the British 
charge in Texas, were, occupied during^ the spring and 
summer of 1843 with the arrangement of this armis- 
tice. Whether -or-4iQtJtIouston was sincere in his ^de- 

"The petitions for and against annexation presented to 
both houses of Congress from now on displayed the increas- 
ing importance of the subject 
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sire for_ _an armist ice with Sa nta. _Anna -ig nnt ta.iw> 

j\ec\deA^ PnnhtlpRs tVip armi<;ti ce was an pffprH ve 

methoH of Hel^^ying- hn^ilp ?^£rgrrp<;<;innQ by-Santaj^nna, 

^n d Ho uston made t he g reates t possible-UfiP of it to i 
.arouse the jealousies of the .United States^by throwing \ 
JntojaiQminfinrfi . the .activity of the British agents who ' 

arranged the truce ^ ^,. ... 

Although advised by Elliott that he had no doubt of 
Mexico's ultimate refusal to treat with Texas unless^ 
the sovereignty of Mexico were acknowledged, Hous- 
ton proclaimed the armistice and sent commissioners 
to meet those selected by Santa Anna.** No time was 
lost in putting the correspondence with Elliott upon • 
the subject of the truce into the hands of the United ^ 
States government. The reply of Anson Jones to 
Elliott accepting Santa Anna's proposition was im- 
mediately sent to Van Zandt at Washington." While 

Elliott was busy in fronorniHing fViP rnr|-fiiSpOnd^"'^^ 

between Texas and j^exi.cp^..the. Americaa., charge^ 
General William S. Murphy, who had b ut ju st a rrived 
in Texas, observed the proceedings witk -grOHdng-ip- 
dignation. J He was forc ed to sit by and see Texas fall 
into tJ^e powy^oLEngland, a¥ Tie ^TTeved", through the 
exertions of Houston. Not a word was said to hims 
about the armistice (although it was fully reported toj 
Van Zandt for the information of the administration at : 
Washington), and he was allowed to be as fully im- 
pressed by the activity of the British agent as was 
possible. Final ly, unde r professions of great secrecy, 
jQnesj [ave Murp hy CPpi^gj^j the correspondence, with 

"Houston's proclamation was dated June 13, 1843. 
"Jones to Van Zandt, June 5, 1843; Yoakum, Texas, II., 
409. 
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I 

( the injuncti on that Ho usto n must never know tha t the 
^ secret had been l?i .o^k- - Joneses ruse was successful." 
Murphy wrote home that En gl and's power over Hous- 
ton was compIetej_that the executive of Texaswas 
detirmigd. iP „ takg. .^ . i^osffioalin . opposition . to the 
wishfi&'Of the. people of Texas, which were well known 
to be favorable to annexation. "The armistice has 
been accepted by this Government," he wrote, "and 
proclaimed to the world, but what steps are now in 
progress, I know not, nor can I know until they should 
disclose themselves to the world. England may at this 
time be setting on foot a negotiation of vast conse- 
quence to the United States, and in all probability such 
is the case." " 

At about the time that Murphy's report of the 
armistice was received, Tyler's attorney general and 
acting secretary of state, Legare, died. Upshur, the 
secretary of the navy, was transferred to the state de- 
partment. At this point also appears a new character 
upon the scene, who on account of his close friendship 
and intimacy. with Calhoun added force to the charge 
that the Tyler pro-annexation policy was really a part 
of the Calhoun propaganda. This new factor in the 
'^^^^[^l.Jlll^fti'^P "^^^ n^neral — D uff Gre en, whose 
dauehter had married Calhoun's son. Green's son, 
gioreoyer, Benjamin E. Qreen, wasJhe American_charge 
inJMfixico. In the summer of 1843 Duff Green was in 
England endeavoring to sound the public men of Peel's 

"Murphy to the Secretary of State, enclosing copies of the 
correspondence of Elliott and Jones. MS., Archives. 

"Murphy to the Secretary of State, June 5, 1843, received 
July 8; MS., Archives. Murphy was not presented to Hous- 
ton until June 17^ 1843. Jones, Official Correspondence, 38. 
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cabinet as well as those of the opposition upon the 
subject of reciprocal free trade. Soon after his de- 
parture Calhoun wrote him : "I must say, that I have 
not much hope, that anything satisfactory can be done 
in the form of an arrangement, although I do not doubt 
the sincerity of the Government on either side. The 
difficulties are great, but if an equal and fair arrange- 
ment can be made, I do not doubt its expediency. I 
am for free trade; free trade on both sides if it can 
be had ; but if not, on one side." " Green soon found 
that he could do nothing with Peel's administration. 
He then placed his hopes in the Whig opposition. He 
reported that Lord John Russell told him that the 
ministry would be assailed in their American policy; 
that if Palmerston returned to power, his party would 
"go for free trade with America and an imme- 
diate adjustment of the Oregon question, for the ad- 
mission of slave-grown produce, and non-interference 
in the domestic policy of other nations ; that they will 
denounce the attempt to emancipate the slaves of 
Cuba, Brazil, the States and Texas as illegal and 
unwise interference."" Green's advice was that the 
United States should assume an aggressive position 
toward Texas. He believed that the antislavery party 
in England was losing influence. "If our government 
c^ be induced to take strong ground on the~question 
gfj^^as, Ihe free" trade" part'y'TTefe will raIIy~Tdf us 
against fKeTfahatics, 'aridT:Be"Whi'gs wtlTnTake the^re- 
^usal of ministers to meet the prbposTtron of " our 
Government a matter of serious assaults."" 

"Calhoun to Green, June 7, 1843; Report of Am, Hist. 
Association, 1899, II., 537. 
"Green to Calhoun, August 2, 1842 (1843?) ; ibid,, 846. 
" Green to Calhoun, September 2, 1843 ; ibid,, 871. 
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While Green was thus sounding the opposition upon 
its attitude toward the United States, Ashbel Smith, 
the Texan' charge at London and Paris, succeeded in 
obtaining from Lord Aberdeen the views of the British 
ministry toward Texas." Great Britain had but re- 
cently recognized the independence of Texas and was 
then active, as has been seen, in arranging an armis- 
tice between Texas and Mexico. Public sentiment in 
England was outspoken in favor of the abolition of 
slavery. Stephen P. Andrews, noted as an antislavery 
agitator, now appeared in London as an agent of the 
abolitionists of Texas, with a proposition that Great 
Britain should advance a loan to Texas to be applied 
to the purchase and emancipation of Texas slaves. 
Smith repudiated Andrews to Lord Aberdeen, saying 
that his visit to London was his individual act, unauthor- 
ized by the government or citizens of Texas. The charge 
reported to Jones, the Texan secretary of state, the 
substance of his interview with Aberdeen upon the 
subject of Andrews's visit and upon the more general 
topic of Great Britain's attitude toward Texas. He told 
Aberdeen that he had reason to think no disposition 
to agitate the subject of slavery existed on the part 
either of the government or of any respectable portion 
of the citizens of Texas. "I also stated to Lord Aber- 
deen that I was informed representations would be 
' sent out to Texas, based on statements made by mem- 
bers of the Antislavery convention [recently held in 
London] , who had recently called on his . Lordship 
touching this matter, to the effect that Her. Majesty's 
Government would afford in some way the means for 

"Smith to Jones, Paris, August 2, 1843; Jones, Official 
Correspondence, 236. 
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reimbursing or compensating the slaveholders, provided 
slavery were abolished in our country. I enquired 
what grounds there was for these assertions. His 
Lordship replied in effect: That it is the well known f 
policy and wish of the British Government to abolish ] 
slavery everywhere — that its abolition in Texas is ^ 
deemed very desirable. . . . He added that there/ 
was no disposition on the part of the British Govern- 1 
ment to interfere improperly on this subject, and that' 
they would not give the Texian Govt, cause to complain. 
He was not prepared to say whether the British Govt, 
would consent hereafter to make such compensation to 
Texas as would enable the slaveholders to abolish 
slavery. The object is deemed so important, perhaps 
they might, though he would not say certainly." * Such 
was the Texan charge's report of Lord Aberdeen's po- ^ 
sition upon the subject of abolition in Texas. It was 
written soon after the event and there is no reason for 
believing it in any wise incorrect. 

Green, however, disturbed by the increasing senti- 
ment for abolition, looked upon the activities of An- 
drews as a menace to the interests of the United States. 
He wrote that Aberdeen had told Smith that the Brit- 
ish government deemed it so important to prevent the 
annexation of Texas to the United States that they 
were prepared to support the loan if it should be re- 
quired to prevent annexation.** Whether Smith im- 
posed upon Green, or Green colored the correct state- 
ment, it is impossible to say. The true account bi 

*• Smith to Jones, July 31, 1843; Report Am. Hist Asso^ 
ciation, 1899, IL, 867. Cf, Ashbel Smith, Reminiscences. 

^ S. Ex. Doc. 341, 28 Cong., i Sess., 1 8. Quoted by Upshur 
to Murphy, August 8, 1843. 
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Aberdeen's interview with Smith was probably not in 

the hands of the state department at Washington 

until the spring of 1844. G rfi f n'p ^^p^^t^ hJp^d t^ fill 

Tyler and Upshur with as much jealousy of Great 

\ / TBritain's power over Texas 'as Hoastoflf c ould po s sib ly 

v.x<iave desired. Through the agency of DiifF Green, 

;<^ <, * ^ /r .. * ^' ' - 5 therefore, TyTeTs policyTdward Texas was to some 

r/ extent molded. Texas must be ami C A c J as i i 'Tneastire 
.. Lof self-prof ectiign to- the""t Jnited - Stales agauisl Ihcn eh-" 
^^ i ^^^*'*i I encroachments of Great Britain, which, by obtaining an 
^> i ,^^f^^^ I influence over Texas, might dispute with, the Unttcd- 
/ . J. ^^^ -^4^ Jj(6tates tfie commercrat^nd naval supremacy of the Gulf 
^.j I of Mexico. ^More than this, Texas" must'tre annex e d 
^\ ^ . ^ '^-'* I to the United States in order to protect the slave in- 
/ . ., . A /' / I terests of the southern states, so jeopardized by Great 

Britain's advocacy of abolition in Texas; ^ 
p ^ ' For t he firs t time in its history the government de- 

\ Rberately assumed a position to the warli.that. in in- 
ternational relations the United States _stoqd for 
slavery; that the United States was nationally a slave 
power and opposed to abolition in a neighboring state 
as a menace to its own interests. ^ Es^pansion had been 
postponed until 1843 ^7 fears of a war with Mexico 
and by the opposition that the antislavery sentiment 
/>Nv fostered and encouraged. In the negotiation for Texas 
which Upshur and Calhoun conducted the e xtrem e 
position was taken: Texas must be annexed, lest by 
reniainingjnde]^ domin ation of Grea t 

Britain she .mig;ht ab.Qlish slayery. That the United 
States should press for annexation as a means of neu- 
tralizing the eflForts of Great Britain to obtain an as- 
cendancy over Texas was a legitimate and proper 
course, if the government sincerely believed that such 
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was Great Britain's ambition. That Tyler's adminis- 
tration based its opposition to Great Britain's ascend- 
ancy upon the ground that it looked toward abolition 
in the independent state of Texas is quite another 
matter. Tyler's fear of the influence of Great Britain 
was in itself not surprising. It is not, however, so 
easy to defend the ground that he actually assumed — 
that anything that tended toward the abolition of 
slavery in America was a menace to the national 
interests of the United States. Tilt P'^^^rtinn thnt 
American supremacv dem anfj^H T^Yan ann^yatinn ^^r 
logical and natural. The weaknes s of Tyler's method 
of assertmg that supremacy lay in the declaration to 
the worJd„.that the interests of slavery demanded an- 
nexation,The._Uiuted States. S t o od befor e th e world, 
nQt^as a defender. of slavery merely,, hut as the aggres- % 
sive champion of it, determined that wh^e slavery ^ 
existed, there it should reijjAin. Duff Green's reports 
and Upshur's instructions based thereon give, there- 
fore, the starting: point t o the neg otiations of which 
the reiectedLtrgatjMof annexation was the.i:fiswlt^ 

"I am authorized by the Texan minister to say to 
you, that Lord Aberdeen has agreed that the British 
government will guarantee the interest [upon a loan] 
upon condition that the Texan government will abolish 
slavery." " So wrote Green to Upshur. Upon, this 
information incorrectly stated by either Green or 
Smith the secretary proceeded to act. He wrote Mur- 



,< 
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"Quoted by Upshur as "a private letter from a citizen of 
Maryland, th6n in London," in Upshur's instructions to Mur- 
phy, August 8, 1843; H. Ex. Doc, 271, 28 Cong., i Sess., 18; 
5*. Sx. Doc. 241, 28 Cong., i Sess.; Ashbel Smith, Reminis- 
cences, 52-55. 
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phy in Texas, quoting Green's letter without naming 
the writer. A movement by Great Britain of the sort 
described could not, he said, "be contemplated by us 
in silence. Such an attempt upon any neighboring 
country would necessarily be viewed by this Govern- 
ment with very deep concern, but when it is made upon 
a nation whose territories join the slaveholding States 
of our Union, it awakens a more solemn interest. It 
cannot be permitted to succeed without the most strenu- 
ous efforts on our part to arrest a calamity so serious 
to every part of our country." The secretary then 
proceeded to elaborate his argument for "arresting the 
calamity.*' If the movement were confined to the 
abolitionists of Texas, he would find little concern, for 

/ he knew they were few in numbers and weak in in- 

fluence. He beheld in England's action, however, a 

part of a general pl an f or the abolitio n of slavery 

^ throughout the world, as a means of holding^eFown 

\ ' commerciaFsupremacy threatened by slave labor. "No 
nth pf'nf! fl qiintf> mnHvp <-;^x] Jjf;fMiinH Mr tier aetermined 

and persevering course in regard to domestic slavery 
in other countries." *EngteTrd*S' attitude toward Texas 
was, he safdj based upon this motive. It was the con- 
trol of the destinies of Texas at which she aimed. 
Abolition of slavery was but a handle for the raising 
of such a policy. Important, however, as England's 
supremacy might be, he further stated, "there was an- 
other view of the subject still more important to us 
and scarcely less important to Texas herself." This 
was the existence^ of. a republic without jlavery, ad- 
joining the slave states . of the South* _He dwelt 
upon the horrors of a system by which sl aves m ight 
escape and their owners have ho recourse. If Texas 
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were to be free, he believed that quarrels and even 
war would soon be the result. "If this government 
should make itself a party in asserting the rights of 
the slaveholder, the result could not fail to be unfavor- 
able to Texas." With regard to her, the question would 
merely be whether a slave-owner would submit to in- 
tolerable and ruinous wrongs, or protect himself by 
force. "Between such alternatives, it is impossible to 
suppose that he would hesitate a moment.'* There was 
no analogy, he said, between Texas and Canada, for 
between the slave states and the British province there 
were free states of the Union, bound to return the 
fugitive slave. Thus Murphy was J ol d that the Unit ed 
States would j int permit nbnIiHnn jjp Tpyas. This Is " 
_the prevailing- idea of the instruction. I t is equally . 
noteworthy for whatitjDmits, as there is noT one^wbr d 
about the annexation of Texas. Murphy's answer 
was not received by Upshur until after annexation 
had been proposed to Van Zandt at Washington. 
]\I urphy w as inclined Jo make light o f And rews and 
his... abolitionistTplan.s in Te.xa.s. "The people of 
Texas," he wrote, "love their constitution and form of 
government; and ninety-nine out of a hundred would 
die for their preservation. The constitution of Texas 
secures to the master the perpetual right to his slave 
and prohibits the introduction of slaves into Texas 
from any other quarter than the United States. Take 
this stand on the side of the constitution and the laws, 
and the civil, political, and religious liberties of the 
people of Texas (saying nothing about abolition) and 
all the world will be with you." ** Houston's apparent 

*■ Upshur to Murphy, August 8, 1843 ; ut sup. 
** Murphy to Upshur, September 24, 1843 (received Novem- 
ber 3) ; H. Bx, Doc, 271, 28 Cong,, i Sess,, 22. 
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pro-British tendencies concerned A jjirphy more than 
Andrews's abolitionist schemes. jie_wrQte_L_*X£iJiLe 
-United . States, tak^ sc^mff ^'mmHif^t'' qff*rh Ktep in this 
subject." " _ Before Murphy [sjetter.l^^ read tiy 

Upshur, the "quick step" had been taken. Murphy 
was told that as far as the government of the United 
States was concerned, it would come to the aid of 
Texas immediately if that were possible, but he feared 
that the government would not have the support of the 
people in the policy of assistance. "No negotiation is 
now pending between this government and Texas," he 
added." 

Upshur, it will be seen, preferred to build up his 
policy upon the unofficial reports of Duff Green. Ob- 
viously, the proper source of information as to British 
interference in Texas was Everett, the minister to 
Great Britain ; but Everett was not in touch with, nor 
was he in the confidence of, Tyler, who would gladly 
have got rid of him for Webster. From Everett's 
reports Upshur could gain nothing upon which to 
raise fears of British supremacy in Texas. Everett 
was then told that the movements of Great Britain rela- 
tive to African slavery had assumed such a character 
as to demand the serious attention of the American 
government. Taking Brougham's interpellation of 
Aberdeen in the House of Lords, upon the general 
subject of Texas and slavery, as a peg upon which to 
hang an essay in defense of slavery as the necessary 
condition of the African race, Upshur repeated the 

"Murphy to Upshur, September 23, 1843 (received Nov. 
3) ; ibid., 24. 

"Upshur to Murphy, September 22, 1843. In part printed 
as above, but this quotation was omitted. 
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arguments made to Mujphy upon the danger of abo- 
lition in Texas." "A leading and fundamental insti- 
tution, interwoven with the interests of nearly one-half 
of the States of our Union, is threatened by the policy 
of a foreign Power. We must be infatuated indeed, 
if we c^ quietly submit to any policy of a foreign 
nation designed or calculated to bring it into danger." " 
Everett's report, if Upshur gave it any credit at all, must 
have shown the secretary that he had been deluded by 
a hoax, carefully prepared for him by Duff Green. 
H[ouston's and Jones's ruse of scarine: the United 
States ,^ play ed^Krough Murphy in Texas and Va n 

Zandt a t Washtn |Pi:on^ was e^tir^ly siirrfissfnl, JEver- 

ett's reply to Upshur stated that bothLAherdeJin^And 
Ashbel Smith Jiad.dislmctly. denied. ihal-au^ - 

tion had been made by Texas in which abolition was 
mentioned. 



■Mim m III."" 



** Upshur to Everett, No. 61, September 28, 1843; S, Bx, 
Doc, 341, 28 Cong,, I Sess., 27. 

* Upshur to Everett, confidential, September 28, 1843 ; ibid,, 

37- 

* Kverett to Upshur, November 16, 1843 ; ibid., 40. 

"The subject of domestic slavery was never so much as 
mentioned or alluded to by the British minister to the gov- 
ernment of Texas, except to disclaim in most emphatic terms 
any intention on the part of England to interfere with it here. 
Indeed, that constituted no part of the policy of that far 
reaching nation. She might be willing to tickle the abo-. 
litionists (a somewhat venomous but not very respectable orj ;^ 
influential class of her citizens) but had no idea of going in , 
a crusade with them to abolish slavery in Texas, or anywhere 
else. Her Texas policy was to build up a power independent 
of the United States who could raise cotton enough to supply 
the world; of which power slavery would be a necessary 
element. And this not primarily to injure the United States, 
but to benefit herself, not from enmity to Brother Jonathan, 
but love to John Bull, and so with France." Anson Jones, 
Official Correspondence, 82. 



I 

\ 



134 DIPI^OMACY UNDER TYhtR AND POIyK 

But Upshuf had been too powerfully played upon 
by fears of Great Britain to wait for Everett's report. 
What he had promised to do for Texas in general 
terms was now put forth specifically. "Recent occur- 
rences in Europe/' he said, "have imparted to the sub- 
ject a fresh interest and presented it in new and im- 
portant aspects." He therefore proposed to Van 
/ Zandt that he ask for instructions favorable to a treaty 
^s \ of annexation. He could not guarantee the Senate's 
ratification of an annexation treaty, but he engaged that 
the President would urge the measure upon the "con- 
sideration of Congress." ** 

Van Zandt immediately asked for instructions to 
proceed according to Upshur's proposal. He wrote 
to his government that he hoped they would accept 
annexation, as he believed it the best move possible. 
"My secret opinion is that Santa Anna won't acknowl- 
edge our independence now, but we must keep trying — 
the longer the armistice the better." *^ Upshur's over- 
ture came as a surprise to Houston. Murphy had not 
been instructed to oflEer annexation and he was not 
informed by Upshur of the proposal to Van Zandt." 
All that Upshur vouchsafed to say to Murphy was that 
the administration desired annexation but it was doubt- 
ful if it could be effected." 



" Upshur to Van Zandt, October 16, 1843 ; ibid., 37. 

*^ Van Zandt to Jones, October 22, 1843 ; Jones, Official Cor- 
respondence, 259 

"Upshur to Murphy, January 16, 1844; S,^x. Doc, 341, 
28 Cong., I Sess., 43. Upshur's letters to Murphy of October 
18 and October 20 (MS., Archives) say nothing about annex- 
ation. 

"Upshur to Murphy, November 21, 1843, was in reference 
to the armistice. Extracts printed in H. Bx, Doc, 271, 28 
Cong., I Sess,, 43. 
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' In Houston's message to the Texan Congress in 
December, 1843, he laid stress upon the friendliness I 
of Great Britain and contrasted the efforts made by her / 
to secure peace for Texas with the do-nothing and \ 
selfish policy of the United States. Soon afterw ards 
Xl pshnr's overture w;^ ^ ^^ggjvgj : Houston instruc ted r 
Jones Jo decline the propoisal for a nnexat ion" Thus 
the policy determined upon and carefully worked out, 
to force ^he United States to action through fears of 
British domination, was carried forward another step. 
Houston's d eclina tion o f Upsh ur's oyerture was not 
counter to this policy but was strictly in accord with 
it.' Annexation was fefiised because UpsBuir could not I 
promise the ratification of the treaty.** "THe TexiLn{ 
government was unwilling "to risk everything in a 
single throw of an uncertain die." Upon the receipt of 
Houston's refusal, Upshur bestirred himself upon the 
question of ratification. How much he depended upon 
definite promises frohi members of the Senate and how 
much upon hearsay it is impossible to state. He, re- 
peated to Murphy that "measures have been taken to 
ascertain the opinions anHyj^WS/^fS^nf^t Or*^ l^p OP the 
subject and it is found that ,a clear constitutional 
majority of two-thirds are in favor of the.jmeasure," " 

This information^Mnrphy gave to Houston. Relying 

upon the correctness of Upshur's statement (of which 
he doubtless had independent corroboration"), Hous- 

•*Jones's Memorandum, December 17, 1843; OMcial Cor- 
respondence, 39. 

^ Ibid., 261. 

•^pshur to Murphy, January 16, 1844; H, Bxm Doc, 271, 
^8 Cong., I Sess., 47. 

"C. H. Raymond, Secretary of the Texan Legation at 
"Washington, to Jones, February 17, 1844; Jones, OMcial Cor- 
respondence, 314. 
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tpn and .h?» ^^ahipgLa greed to ^^r^t Up*^^"^'^^ prnpncal 
and to send a co mmission to the Uni ted gt^ t^s wit h 
fun_pow^r&iQr-th£aiegQtia]iQ.n_pfji treaty of annexa- 
tion. Houston, however,, took the precaution to in- 
trench himself against any unforeseen obstacle to the 
consummation of the treaty. He_ asked Murphy for a 

definite Jte nder of prr^ffrHnn nn fhp^ port nf fhn TTwitr^ 

S tates during the process of negotiation " Murphy 
assured Houston that the United States, having invited 
Texas to this negotiation, would at once, and before 
any negotiation was begim, place a sufficient naval 
force in the Gulf to protect the coast of Texas, and 
would hold a sufficient force of troops near the south- 
western border of the United States in readiness to 
protect Texas pending the proposed negotiation for 
annexation." 

Van Zandt at Washington had made a similar re- 
quest to Upshur for protection,** but the secretary 
of state gave no answer to it. Houston was able^ to 
extract assurances from tfie incautious Murphy that 
lUpshur, aljthpugh enthu§iastic for anne.xatioa». hesi- 
Tated t o give . 

Feeling s ecure in the assurances that the treaty 
would be ratified .aJpilthat the TJnTt^dlStates jy^ 
protect Texas during^ the negotiation^ Houston^es- 

*■ Murphy to Upshur, February 15, 1844; MS., Archives. 
Houston determined to send Henderson to Washington Feb- 
ruary 14. Jones said that guarantees were demanded because 
it was believed that no annexation treaty could pass the 
United States Senate. OMcial Correspondence, 381. But 
this was written after the treaty had been rejected. , 

"Murphy to Upshur, February 15, 1844; H. Ex, Doc, 271, 
28 Cong., I Sess., 92. 

**Van Zandt to Upshur, January 17, 1844; ibid., 88. 
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patched General T. P. Hend erson to Washington to 
act in conjunction with Van Zandt for the accomplish- 
ment of annexation. \ 

Before Hous ton's sper.ial commiss ioner arriyed at .' 
Washin ^on^ Upshur, the activf fri^nH nf annPYafion^ [^ 
and Gilmer, h is strongest aide^ . with others, of -Tyler's I ' 
clos est frie nds, were no longer amoner the living:. The | 
^j^fl!!tPn tragfrty, which tiir#>w .the .capital and .naiipii 
infn mournings h a d a pr efe««4beftr4ag-«f)on.the ques- 
tion of Texas so soQiLlQ..Jbe..pr^sented for fin?il action. 
Another reconstruc tion of Tyler's cabinet was made 
necessary. CaJljoi^ZIihfi^I^gSLressi,^^^^^^ ^pf 

slavery and but rece ntly a n avowed caniiijsigi€.ior the 
presidency ^as selecte d ior the place of Upshur. By 
him was the negotiation conducted with Van Zandt 
and Henderson. The death of Upshur delayed the 
negotiation until the time for the national political 
conventions was almost at hand. Calhoun's abilities 
were exerted earnestly for the signing and ratification 
of the treaty. In no public matter of his life were his 
peculiar talents put to more strenuous use. /Reasoning^ 

from his predilectio ps with merf^'less logir^ H<j> fohhed ^ 
i-|ie f]iiestion of T^y^p annev;^|iO|] of all Its na±i^tia1 

advajntogg^s^JH.e.^JtJbef^ >Seuale.,aJld pmple j ^j^ 

oTthe United States. as. a. sectio;ial question^Jjecessary | 
to the salvation^pi.the, SQ,Utb..and of its, peculiar. in^^^^ ! 

tHtiop^-t^e^j^ baited f^,nA.qPtiUrther.^d 

bv slave ty. T he anne xation treaty was rejected by n 

the Senate. \ /' \ 
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CHAPTER VI 

Calhoun and th^ Att^mpt^ Annexation OI^ 

Texas by Treaty 

There is a note of uncertainty in the prQffer of the 
state portfolio by Tyler to Calhoun. After the death 
of Upshur, Tyler was in desperate straits. A new and 
untried man would not have been able to push forward 
the delicate negotiation which Upshur had been carry- 
ing on for the annexation of Texas. On the other 
hand, the appointment of a man like Calhoun, but re- 
cently an avowed aspirant for the presidency, might 
make the agent greater than the principal. The an- 
nexation of Texas, if accomplished, might be credited 
to Calhoun, and not to Tyler. The measure, if suc- 
cessful, might be the' victory about which those Demo- 
crats, totally estranged from Van Buren, might rally. 

The events of Calhoun's career immediately preced- 
ing his acceptance of Tyler's offer of the state de- 
partment form a curious narrative of political intrigue. 
Calhoun had resigned from the Senate in 1842 and 
was immediately nominated for the presidency by, the 
legislature of South Carolina*. When the House of Rep- 
resentatives organized in December, 1843, Calhoun's 
friends agreed to support for speaker a northern Demo- 
crat, Wilkins of Pennsylvania. In return for this, mem- 
mers of the Pennsylvania delegation and others pledged 
their support to Calhoun as against Van Buren. The 
deal was discovered before the party contest took place. 
Ingersoll and Buchanan drove the Pennsylvania 
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Democrats from this agreement and Wilkins was de- 
feated in the caucus/ Soon thereafter Calhoun An- 
nounced to his friends his determination to issue an* 
address formally withdrawing from the coming presi- 
dential contest.* Calhoun's public expression upon the 
Texas question came at the same time.' Gilmer, who 
had stirred up the Texas matter before, now appealed 
to Calhoun for his opinion as to annexation, possibly 
for the purpose of strengthening Upshur's hand in the 
Senate in favor of the treaty, with the ulterior purpose 
of drawing credit away froni Tyler to Calhoun. Cal- 
houn was told in strictest confidence that "negotiations 
had been commenced the object of which was to annex 
Texas to the Union.'* Gilmer stated that he was not 
at liberty to disclose, nor was he informed of, the pre- 
cise state of the negotiation at present. "As a Candi- 
date for public favor," he wrote, "I would not have 
you or any other to be committed upon this question in 
advance. I: do not therefore approach you as one of 
those now in the public eye as candidates for the chief 

*Rhett to. Calhoun, December 8, 1843; Report of Am, Hist. 
^Association, 1899, II., 898. 

'Calhoun to Duff Green, February 10, 1844; ihid,, 568. 

"Both of the great parties have degenerated from their 
original standard so far that they have ceased to represent 
their original principles. . . . The Democrats are the old 
Republican party turned spoilsmen." 

• Writing to McDuffie, December 4, 1843, ibid., 555, Calhoun 
said: "I see the subject of Texas is destined to be one of the 
first magnitude. The interference there by Great Britain in 
order to act on our Southern institutions has presented it in 
a new and most important aspect, and so changed it, that 
those who were formerly opposed to the annexation, may well 
support it now. I think no alternative is left us, and that if 
the Executive should take a stand for it, he ought to be unani- 
mously and decidedly supported by the South." 

I — 






140 DIPWMACY UNDER TYI,ER AND POI,K 

magistracy, but as an illustrious citizen whose opinions 
w6uld derive no additional force from any station, as 
I believe they would not be influenced by a desire to 
obtain it." * Gilmer wrote from Washington and must 
have known how Calhoun's plans had miscarried in the 
Democratic caucus. 

Calhoun had already learned from Virgil Maxcy 
(another victim of the Princeton disaster) the precise 
state of the Texas negotiation: "Mr. Upshur informs 
me — in the strictest confidence however except to you 
— that the terms of a treaty between him and the Texan 
Minister have already been agreed on and written out, 
and that the latter only waits for instructions from 
President Houston, which are expected in two or three 
weeks. . . . The President is resolved that he will 
communicate such a treaty to the Congress, and if the 
Minister has not firmness to sign he will adopt some 
other mode of bringing the matter before Congress. 
Mr. Upshur is of opinion that this is the only matter 
that will take sufficient hold of the feelings of the 
South, to rally it on a southern candidate and weaken 
Clay and Van Buren so much there as to bring the 
election into the House, where the Southern States 
would not dare to vote for Mr. V. B. and C. 
. . . The President has some hopes that he may 
become that Southern Candidate. But Mr. U. 
considers you as the only one that can be taken up 
and with a view to your availing yourself of the first 
moment, after the Executive communication to Con- 
gress on Texas, to place before the public yoiir views 
on the question, that all who concur with you, may 

* Gilmer to Calhoun, December 13, 1843; ibid,, 904. 
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at once rally upon you." * Thus in a confidential way 
Maxcy disclosed what a few days later Gilmer hinted 
at. If one may trust Maxcy's accuracy in reporting 
Upshur, the so-called "Calhoun intrigue" appears in a 
somewhat different light from that in which Benton 
placed it. / JPhat Calho un's name was conne ct ed wit h 
Texas from the ijme JLJpsl iur succeeded Webster and 
the active Texas campaign began (as a part of a plan 
for furthering the South Carolinian's prospects for the 
presidency) cannot be shCTwil. f Indeed, Calhoun^s de- 
termination to withdraw after the congressional caucus 
fiasco seems to argue against such a theory^ But on 
the other hand it is plain that Calhoun's friends who ^ 
were in the cabinet of Tyler were raising the Texas 
question to advance not Tyler but Calhoun. The de- 
vious paths of diplomacy are lost in the tangled maze 
of political intrigue. Upshur, with disloyalty to his^ 
chief, was engaged in pushing the Texas question in an \ 
effort to strengthen the prospects of Calhoun, who like • \ 
Tyler courted political success in 1844. Such intrigues / 
explain Upshur's aggressiveness. Tyler, however, be- ^ 
lieved in his secretary's loyalty to him. As the course \ 
of events proved, Upshur's insincerity was never 
known to Tyler. The accident upon the Princeton 
lost two friends to Calhoun, as well as two members 
of the cabinet and active workers for annexation. Only^^. 
four days before Upshur and Gilmer were killed, 
Hiiger, a senator from South Carolina,_offered to re- 
sign his seat in Calhoun's favor, in order that his state 
migh t be represented again by her favorite son. Cal- 
houn^reentrance into public life was by another chan- 

• Maxcy to Calhoun, December 10, 1843 ; ibid., 903. 
'Calhoun to Hammond, March 5, 1844; ibid,, 571. 
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nel. On the reconstruction of the cabinet, the last of 
a series of such events in the administration of the un- 
fortunate Tyler, Calhoun's friends were again active. 
Luckily Calhoun's withdrawal from the presidential 
contest had just been made public. 

Tyler's biogr apher adr"^<^^ ^hat t-hp Pr<>giHpnt t]\t] nr>f 

^ant Calhoun^ in_ his cabin et > f eariag:,__among other 
things, that the senatorial support which Upshur had 
"giiihed for the ratification oT a~tireaty oFlinn exatib ri 
^might be lost if Calhoun took up Upshur's labors. 
Tyler accepted Calhoun, it was said, as a choice of 
evils. Indeed, it was asserted that it was not in respect 
to Texas at all, a negotiation which Upshur had "vir- 
tually closed," but on account of the Oregon question 
that President Tyler contemplated any good results 
from the appointment of Calhoun. This statement does 
not bear the test of investigation, for Tyler insisted 
to Calhoun that "the negotiation for Texas was in the 
act of competition (sic) and would admit of no delay." ' 

^Tyler was d rawn into the appointment of Calhoun 
byJ^he importunities of_ Calhoun's friends, and those 
friends werejiot slow to claim credit for t he ap point- 
ment.' ^ He off er^ed the state portfolio to Calhoun on the 
6th of March \ after a "free and frank conversation 
with our friends. Governor McDuffie and Mr. Holmes 
of South Carolina." "We have reached a great crisis 
in the condition of public affairs," he wrote in making 
the offer, "which, I trust, will assume the place of a 
commanding epoch in our Country's history. The an- 

* Tyler's Tylers, II., 294. Tyler to Calhoun, March 6, 1844 ; 
Am. Hist, Association Report, 1899, II., 939. 

" Cf. Schouler's History, IV., 455. 
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nexation of Texas to the Union, and the settlement of 
the Oregon question on a satisfactory basis, are the 
great ends to be accomplished. The first is in the act 
of competition and will admit of no delay. The last had 
but barely opened, when death snatched from me my 
lamented friend."* Tyler did not wait to hear from 
Calhoun but sent his name without delay to the Senate, 
which confirmed the appointment immediately. Ten 
daysjaten- Cal houn accepted the app o intmen ^,-9tating 
"to the PrAsiiifrnf that hfr did sn with gr^nt r^ lu(;:t:ance . 
pNothing short of the magnitude of the crisis, occa- 
sioned by the pending negotiations, could induce me 
to leave my retirement." / His acceptance was con- 
ditional: when the negotiations were completed he 
should be at liberty to retire." 

Tyler's new secretary of state arrived in Washington 
late in March. The President had said nothing about 
annexation in his message to Congress in December, 
further than to make a decided statement that the 

war between Texas and Mexico must cease. But as 

^1 — 

has been seen, Ca lhoun alre ady knew from reliable 
sources how far the Texan neg otiation h^dJbfiencar^ 
^ried. Tyler was waiting for the Texas emissaries to 
arrive in Washington to frame a treaty upon the lines 
laid down by Upshur. 

It will be remembered that Houston refused to send 
Henderson to Washington until Murphy had guaran- 
teed that the forces of the United States would protect 
Texas pending the negotiation. Nelson, who was 
secretary of state ad interim until Calhoun arrived, 

•^yler to Calhoun, March 6, 1844; ut sup. 
"Calhoun to Tyler, March 16, 1844; ibid., 577. 
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r repudiated ]V^11rpl^y^<; ^loranf^i^ fn TTp^gt on. Murphy 
was tol d that he had all o wed his zeal f or annexation 
to ca rry him beyond the line of his instructions, tKere- 

' by commiftine the President to measures"Tor wHich lie 

^ had no constitutional authority to stipulate." *'Xhe jenir 
ploymcnt of th^ anny dx aa^^^ agsuu^t ^tQXS^gn p ower 
with ^luch the United jSJ;ate.s Aifi^at lisase i§ not witl^ ^n 
the rnmppfpnry ^f ^Jj^ £]xsid^, and whilst he is not 
indisposed, as a measure of prudent precaution, and as 
preliminary to the proposed negotiation, to concentrate 
in the Gulf of Mexico, and on the southern borders of 
the United States, a naval and military force to be di- 
rected to the defence of the inhabitants and territory of 
Texas at a proper time, he cannot permit the authori- 
ties of that government or yourself to labor under the 
misapprehension that he has power to employ them 
at the period indicated by your stipulations." Although 
Tyler then knew that the armistice between Texas and 
Mexico had been broken, he professed to believe that 

; hostilities would not be resumed and that "annexation 
would be speedily and peacefully accomplished." ** 

The Texan commissioners. Van Zandt and Hender- 
son,, who now appeared in Washington," were not to be 
satisfied by 3uch optimistic expressions: They insisted 
. that guarantees in the line of those given by Murphy 
to Houston _he. renewed before . further negotiation. 
^Calhoun prevailed. upon Tyler to make an about-face. 
The Texan.. commissioners were informed that orders 
had been issued to concentrate a strong navaribrce 

in the Gulf and to. place, troops upon the southwestern 

~ ■ — .. * 

"Nelson to Murphy, March ii, 1844; H, Ex. Doc, 271, 
28 Cong,, I Sess,, 95. 
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f rontier to meet any emergen cy. After the treaty had 
been signed and while ratification by the Senate was 
pending, the President would deem it his duty to use 
all the means placed within his power by the Constitu- 
tion to protect Texas from all foreign invasion." Prior 
to this assurance from Calhoun, Henderson wrote home 
that he had maintained a bold front upon the subject 
of his negotiation. Every one, even the British min- 
ister, knew the object of his mission and he made no 
secret of it. In conversation with members of both 
houses of Congress he found that all of the 
Whigs and some of the Democrats were anxious 
to postpone the subject until after the fall elections. 
"I have said that this is the .third time that 
Texas has urged this measure upon the United 
States; that it is now brought up at the instance 
of the United States government, and that it cannot 
be postponed without finally and forever defeating 
it; that the situation of Texas is such that she must 
now seek safety in some quarter by annexation, alliance, 
or other , engagements, which will secure her peace 
and immediate safety; that any delay at this time on 
the part of the United States will be fatal to her hope 
of annexing us in the future if she indulges in such 
hope." While some of the Democrats preferred delay 
because they were afraid of the political capital that 
Tyler or Calhoun might obtain from the measure, Hen- 
derson was assured by them that every Democratic 
senator would vote for the treaty, and he hoped for 
enough Clay- Whig votes to make up the necessary 
two-thirds. "Should the treaty be rejected, a bill will 

"Calhoun to Van Zandt, April ii, 1844; ibid., 96. 
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be ready to go before Congress to authorize the Presi- 
dent of the United States to take possession of Texas, 
with our consent, as soon as it is expressed in a legal 
way." " 

Doubts as to ratification were already in the minds 
of Houston and his secretary of state, f Houston's 
policy of scaring the United States into annexation by 
fear of British ascendancy in Texas was never aban- 
doned, nor, on the other hand, did he at all relax 
his efforts to assure Texan independence upon the 
basis of stability and permanence in case the United 
States should again reject annexation^ 

The excitation of fears upon the part of the United 
States toward England, as a strong argument for an- 
nejtation, and the use of every means by which the 
foundation of Texan independence might be Tald, 
should ahnexatioir miscarry, "were two parallel lines of 
,.one and th^e~same~ policy" H6ust6n*rjasiStieTice" thgjt 
the United States guaranfe^^otection pending ne- 
gotiations was not so much for the purpose of defend- 
ing^ Texas against Mexico asjt was to force the hand 
of the United States as against Great Britain." 

After Murphy had withdrawn, in accordance with 
Nelson's instructions, his guarantees of naval and mili- 
tary aid, Jones remarked that the United States were 
recovering a little from their alarm. "I will have to 
give them another scare. One or two doses of English 
calomel and French quinine have to be administered, 
and the case will be pretty well out of danger.^ 



ff » 



"Henderson to Jones, March 30, 1844;, Jones, OMcial Cor- 
respondence, 334. 
"Murphy to Tyler, April 8, 1844; MS., Archives. 
"Jones, Official Correspondence, 335. 
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Elliott, the British charge, returned to Texas from the 
United States and expressed his belief that no treaty 
of annexation would be ratified by the Senate of the 
United States." The close relationship of Elliott with 
Houston and Jones continued. Murphy again became 
alarmed at the prospect of British influence in Texas. 
He wrote to Tyler that Houston and his cabinet, as 
well as all of his leading confidential friends, were se- 
cretly opposed to annexation. "The number of British 
agents, crowding Galveston and Houston would as- 
tonish you. Secret, dark, and diligent in something 
or other, which men known or suspected to be friendly 
to annexation cannot find out." " 

. At the time Murphy was thus writing to Tyler, 
Elliott was asking the Texan government" for" expla- 
nations as to its position toward his government, which 
had been active in attempting to put Texas at peace 
with Mexico." Elliott was told that the United States 
had done what other friendly nations had refused to 
do, namely, given a promise that Texas would be pro- 
tected against invasion ; that the proposition for annex- 
ation had been made by the United States; and for 
the sake of peace and security, Texas had accepted 
it.* Hearing that the French and British charges 
had united in a protest against annexation. Murphy 
asked for a copy of the paper. Such a protest, if con- 



IT 



He wrote this to Jones as early as February 22, 1844. 
Murphy to Upshur, February 22, 1844; MS., Archives. 

"Murphy to Tyler, March 10, 1844; MS., Archives. 

"Elliott to Jones, March 22, 1844; Jones, OMcial Corres- 
pondence, 329. 

* Elliott to Houston, March 8 and 22, 1844; Houston to 
Elliott, March — , 1844; Yoakum's Texas, H., 427. 
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templated, was never made ; for no more certain method 
of insuring annexation by the United States could 
have been adopted. However much Houston and Jones 
would have welcomed such a protest, the representa- 
tives of Great Britain and France were too wary to 
proceed as if in possession of a right which they mani- 
festly did not have." Miirphy was led to bfelieve that 
a fifOO.d understanding existed between Elliott and 
"^Jlouston. This much was true: Houston and Jones 
did nothing to estrang e Elliott, who might be useful 
/ if annexation were defeat eHT ""^ ~'"~ 

At Washington, Calhoun had little trouble in agree- 
ing upon the terms of a treaty with Van Zandt and 
Henderson, after he had reversed Nelson's earlier de- 



I 
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tision and promised, protection to Texas pending an- 
exation by treaty. It had been claimed by Calhoun's 
correspondent that Upshur and Van Zandt had not 
only agreed upon the terms of the treaty in December, 
1843, but that the agreement had been reduced to 
writing. This may have been the truth. No docu- 
mentary evidence exists to prove or disprove it. At 
any rate Calhoun found little difficulty in bringing the 
Texan commissioners to an agreement, for the treaty 
was signed as soon as protection had been promised 
to Texas. 

^This annexation treaty was very brief.' After reciting 

"^that the people of Texas had been, from the time of 

adopting their constitution, and still ^were, unanimous 

in their desire for annexation to the United States, it 

said that they had determined to accomplish this object 

"'Murphy to Jones, April 17, 1844; Jones, OMcial Corres- 
pondence, 338. 
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SO important to their permanent welfare. After for- 
mally ceding the sovereignty of the Republic of Texas, 
together with all its territory, it was stipulated that 
the "citizens of Texas should be incorporated into the 
Union and admitted, as soon as consistent with the 
provisions of the Federal Constitution, to the enjoy- 
ment of all the rights, privileges, and immunities of 
citizens of the United States." " Thus a document pro- 
mulgated by the exponent of the most extreme states- 
rights doctrines proceeded upon the theory that the 
Constitution did not extend ex proprio vigore to in- 
habitants of acquired territory, even though such in- 
habitants were citizens of a republic annexed to the / 
United States, ^his treaty as drawn by Calhoun 
adopted the principle of constitutional law associated 
'with the name of Chief Justice Marshall and hrst found I 
jin the case of the Amencairrrisufance"Ccr. VS. Canter." \ 

^ The treaty further provided that all the public lands 
4jf Texas shoul^d be ceded J^^ the federal government 
m consideration of the assumption by the United States 
of^he national debt of Texas, amounting to ten mil- 
lions of dollars. 

^^ot a word was said ab out the boundaries of Texas^ 
Van Zandt and Henderson had been instructed to 
stipulate that Texas might be divided into four states 
for admission into the Union, and further that the 
boundaries should be those already defined by the 
constitution and statutes of Texas. The former stipu- 
lation was obviously beyond the treaty-making power. 

"5. Ex, Doc. 341, 28 Cong,, i Sess. 

** Peters, U, S. Reports, I., 511. Compare the terms of the 
Louisiana and Florida treaties. 
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The^SfiCQUd, remained a majj^r for fnrfVi^f aHjii<^tl" f'"^ 
Van Zandt,^ and Henderson gPJ^W. reist assured Jthat-if 
annexation became an accomplished fact the.. United 
States would make the most of the terFitprial claims 
of Texas. <» 

\. The treaty was signed April 12. ) Not until the 
twenty-second did Tyler send it to the Senate with 
his message and certain documents in aid of the case 
for annexation. It must be remembered that fialhQun 
selected from the mass of correspondence upon the 
subject, heretofore reviewed, . ^ly those portions th at 
were in accord with his theory, namely, that annexation 
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was necessary to the salvation of the United States, 
because the pecufiar institutioiTof ^e South was e n- 
dangered owing to ithe efforts of 'Great BritaijniJxDoking 
toward abolition in Texas. THaf institution placed in 






jeopardy, the national interests of the Union were 
threatened. As a foundation for his. case, Calhoun 
selected Upshur's letter to Murphy in which the sinis- 
ter designs of Great Britain were discussed upon the 
information had from Duff Green, together with such 
extracts from Murphy's correspondence as might tend 
to add to the expressed fear of Great Britain's motives. 
In addition to this correspondence Calhoun added a 
letter of his own. If Upshur had sounded an alarm, 
Calhoun now exerted himself to raise the greatest pos- 
sible excitement over the fancied menace. He did 
it by writing a letter to Pakenham, the British minister 
at Washington, but Calhoun directed it over Paken- 
ham's shoulder to the American people. JJever w ere 
tS^tonW gf dipHmary put tn pnlitir^l iinr (fthn rnvs a 
dfi??gf^^^"S p^g^c tice) with more disa s^^rnng ^fQiiUg \\\^n 
ta- Calhoun. The attempt to use a diplomatic com- 
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munication as a political manifesto was a signal failure. 

( The Senate refused to ratify the treaty. Again w_as 

sjavery not the aid, but the obistacle, to expansion. 



a lhoun's corres pondenc e with Pakenham did much n a 
t o make it so. ' 



Just prior to Upshur's death, Pakenham addressed 
a note to the secretary of state in which he enclosed 
a letter from Aberdeen, setting forth definitely and 
officially the attitude of Great Britain toward Texas. 
Aberdeen admitted that Great Britain t ook ajijnterest 
in the"weltare ot the new repubHc and that she had ^ut 
JierselFiEorward in pressing upon Mexico the claims of 
Texas for independ ence. H e denied e xpEatly: that 




Great Britain had any ' occult design," either with 



reference to any peculiar influence over Mexico or 1 
Texas, or "even with reference to slavery in Texas." 
Had Aberdeen stopped there, the disarming of the 
American Anglophobes, north and south, would have 
been complete, ffe proceeded, however, to avow that 
he wished to see sl avery abolished not onl y in T exas, \ 
but "throughout the world. But the means which * 
she has adopted," he continued, "and^IHc^ to • 

gdopt, for this humane and virtuous purpose^ are open 
and undisguised. Sh^ will do nothing secretly^ or 
underhand,. She desires that her motives may be gener* 
ally understood, and her acts seen by all." Passing 
to the question of permanent influence in Texas, Aber- 
deen avowed that Great Britain's objects were purely 
commercial. "She has no thought or intention of seek- 
ing to act directly or indirectly, in a political sense, on 
the United States through Texas." 

The final paragraph of the note was in questionable | 
taste and unfortunate. It was outside the issues of the 
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case to incorporate in an official letter to be handed 
to the representative of the federal government any 
reference to the free and slave states of the Union. 
The paragraph, though doubtless well-intentioned, was 
officious. "The British Government, as the United 
States well know, have never bought in any way to 
stir up disaffection or ej^citemeht of any kind in the 
slaveholding States of the American Union. Much as 
we should wish to see those States placed on the firm 
and solid footing which we conscientiously believe is to 
be attained by general freedom alone, fwe have never 
in our treatment of them made any difference between 
the slaveholding and the free States of the Union. All 
are, in our eyes, entitled, as component members of 
the Union, to equal political respect, favor, and for- 
bearance on our part. I To that wise and just policy 
we shall continue to adhere: and the Governments of 
the slaveholding States may be assured that, although 
we shall not desist from those open and honest efforts 
which we have constantly made for procuring the abo- 
lition of slavery throughout the world, we shall neither 
openly nor secretly resort to any measures which can 
tend to disturb their internal tranquillity, or thereby to 
affect the prosperity of the American Union,"** 

Upshur, of course, had no opportunity of answering 
Aberdeen's note. Not until after the Texas treaty had 
been signed did Calhoun reply. This letter of April 
1 8, 1844, is a most amazing piece of diplomatic litera- 
ture, and all of Calhoun's aptitude for dialectics was 
brought into play at once. Nowhere did the man's 

''Pakenham to Upshur, February 26, 1844, enclosing Aber- 
deen to Pakenham, December 26, 1843. S. Ex. Doc, 341, 
28 Cong,, I Sess,, 48. 
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logic carry him to a reductio ad absurdum more clearly 
than in this reply. £alh oun caught at certain phras es 4^ 
of Aberdeen's note and rang all the changes possible 
_upon_them. The. PresidesL Jl^gaL4. was glad to see 
that Great Britain ha d no intention of taking any 

measures tajiiitiuiU]^e..tjaoqiiillity of theslayehalding 
gfs^fPQ nf tli#^ TTninn, At fhA, ^m/> Hmp he regarded 

"witk-deep coiicerii-the,.Aya5Kal*.fpX, t^^^^^^ tirne made 
t o this gove rnment, that ^Great .BritailX-desires and is 

c^nnstantly evertingr her.<sfi1f fn prnrnrp the gfnfra.1 ahn- 

lition of slave ry throughout the world/ ... So 
long as Great Britain confirie3 Tier policy to the abo- 
lition of slavery in her own possessions and colonies, 
no other country had a right to complain., .... 
But when she goes beyond, and avows it to be her 
settled policy, and the object of her constant exertions, 
to abolish it throughout the world, she makes it the 
duty oiE all other countries, whose safety or prosperity 
may be endangered by her policy, to adopt such meas- 
ures as they may deem necessary for their protection." * 

The reply then outlines the history of the relations 
between the United States and Texas. While since 
her independence Texas had ardently wished for an- 
nexation to the United States, the United States had 
declined to meet her wishes. "The time has now ar- 
rived when they can no longer refuse, consistently with 
their own security and peace, and the sacred obligation 
imposed by their constitutional compact for mutual 
defense and protection." 

Thus England's avowal of a desire for abolition . 
fhrnni^fTrmt -thg world madir it Hceessaiy by"*tlie obli- 

"Calhoun to Pakenham, April 18, 1844; ibid., 50. 
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^iinns of f\\e Constitution for \he. TTniteH States to 
annex Texas in order to defen d the„ mstitution of 

\ slavery, from Juture^injury. Such a position really 
vv J defies comment. It shows how far Calhoun's logic 
would carry him. The United States had remained 
passive as long as Great Britain's policy had no im- 
mediate bearing upon the peace and safety of the 
United States. It could remain so no longer. Calhoun 
next passed to the consideration of the general sub- 

yject of abolition. He condemned it as hurtful to the 
white and degrading to the black. "It may safely be 
affirmed, that could she [Great Britain] succeed in 
accomplishing, in the United States, what she avows 
to be her desire and the object of her constant exer- 
tions to effect throughout the world, so far from being 
wise or humane, she would involve in the greatest 
calamity the whole country, and especially the race 
which it is the avowed object of her exertions to 
benefit." "* 

This letter of Calhoun's has been quoted at some 
length, for the importance of it in the consideration of 
the rejected treaty of annexation cannot be overesti- 
mated. Upshur had beg^n to take the same road, but 
his letters were not made public until Calhoun made 
use of them with the treaty. The reply to Pakenham, 
on the other hand, was written not only for publication, 
but with the purpose of creating an eflfect upon the 
^American people. It was a call to arms for the slavery 
interests to unite against the aggressions of Great 
Britain, always hated, but now to be dreaded as the 
militant champion of abolition throughout the world. 

••Calhoun tt> Pakenham, April i8, 1844; ibid., 53. 
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It attracted not, its he hoped, the slaveholding interests, 
but his own friends only. It repelled the southern 
]^higsand the northern Democrats. IFpressed for- 
ward a new fssuFupon which thirc6mTt!7"waKntrot"yet 
prep ared to talce~a~~stand. ' " " * A 

Pakenham rejoined to Calhoun's reply the follow- 
ing day." Although in Tyler's hands when the treaty 
was communicated, it was not referred to the Senate 
for another ten days, and then with another reply from 
Calhoun. Pakenham insisted that Calhoun totally mis- 
construed Aberdeen's letter. Calhoun rejoined that 
no other construction could be given it than that the 
slave interests, now the national interests of the coun- 
try, were menaced. At this pojnt the correspondence 
ended. Its effect was, no doubt. quIte"Hifferent from 
what Aberdeen mieht' have anticipated. It delayed 
annexation and all but robbed Calhoun of any part in 
the final success of the measure. 

Tyler's message accompanying the treaty proceeded 
jipon. tfte "lines' of Upshur^s and of Cathbun*s corres- ; 
jpondence, but the President softened the terms and / 
tried to show annexation in its best light as a national 
question. He could not, however, neglect to remind j 
the Senate of the danger of abolition in Texas, "which / 
would operate most injuriously upon the United States ^ 
and might most seriously threaten the existence of this 
happy Union. . . . The Executive saw Texas in a 
state of almost helpless exhaustion. The question was ! 
narrowed down to the simple proposition, whether the 
United States should accept the boon of annexation ; 

" Pakenham to Calhoun, April 19, 1844 ; Calhoun to Paken- 
ham, April 27, 1844; ihid., 63, 65. 
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Upon fair and even liberal terms, or by refusing it, force 
Tixas tp seek refuge in the arms of some other power. 






This might be either through a treaty of defensive and 
Offensive alliance, or by the adoption of some other 

'expedient, which might virtually make her tributary 
to a foreign power and dependent upon it for all future 
time. The Executive has full reason to believe that 

' such would have been the result, without jts interposi- 
tion, and that such will be the result, in the evdtit either 
of imnecessary delay in the ratification, or of the re- 
jection of the proposed treaty." " Such were Tyler's 
reasons for annexation and such were the predictions 
of the dire results to the nation if the Senate did not 
agree with him. 

Another quarter remained to be heard from and that 

was Mexico. What would that nation do, after the 

United States had not only proposed annexation but 

had guaranteed to defend Texas during the pendency 

of the treaty? Calhotm Jnstructed Greepj .th§„ charge 

at Mexico, to inform the Mexican government that a 

treaty of annexation between . Texas and the United 
. - ,,-?—. .^ — — - ■ ■ - 

States had been signed and sent to the Senate; and 
that this had been done without any feelings of disre- 
spect or of indifference to the honor or dignity of 
Mexico. I "The step was forced upon the Government 
of the United States," he asserted, "in self defense, in 
consequence of the policy adopted by Great Britain in 
reference to the abolition of slavery in Texas. The 
Goveriunent has been compelled, by the necessity of 
the case, and a regard to its constitutional obligations. 



* Tyler's message, April 22, 1844; Richardson's Messages, 
IV., 307. 
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to take the step it has, as the only certain and effectual 
means of preventing it." " f This note added to the 
^weight which the already overburdened treaty had to 
bear. , The-positio n^ which the United States had nght- 
fully_t aken was t hat Texas, w?.i_inf^^p^"^**"^ rf^ facto 
Why, thenj, did Calhoun Give Mexico an opportunity 
of discussing: a question with which she had no legal 
^oncern^ Texas had been recognized as independent 
not onl J^y me United States but by several European 
powerst^mth the question 'of the future relations or 
status of Texas, therefore, Mexico had nothing to do. 
Tyler was already aware of Mexico's ultimatum on 
the subject of annexation. Before Upshur made his 
offer to Van Zandt he was in possession of Bocanegra's ^ 
statement^jo_ThompsQn, th^t **the passage of an act 

^loT Ihe JucQ^KuaJt^^ 

the United States mu$t bg^goasidex^d^fex. Mexico as 

^SH^Y?!^?^^ ^^>«^ 4eclaialiQa.:Qf_war." * 

It was a strange position for Cailhoun to assume V 
that Mexico, which had already spoken upon the sub- 
ject, Would be appeased by the declaration that the 
United States accepted annexation as a necessity, made 
so by Great Britain's attitude toward abolition in Texas. 
Calhoun's position was the more censurable as the 
world knew that slavery did not exist in Mexico, 
^. ^eighte d down by^ Calhoun's letters to Pakenham 
and Green, the tr eat y went to the Senate as a document 
^eady disereditedJ Tyler's name~gave it no prestige; 
Calhoun's assistance drove from him even those ele- 
ments upon which the President might have relied. 
The country was preparing for the quadrennial presi- 

JLTCalhoun to Green, April 19, 1844; S. Bx, Doc. 341, 28 
Umig., I Sess., 53. 
^ Bocanegra to Thompson, August 23, 1843 ; ibid,, 8g. 
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dential contest. By a strange coincidence, for it was 
probably nothing more,** the two men, who hoped 
to be nominated for the presidency by their respective 
parties, came out upon the same day, laiteTn Aprils in 
opposition to annexation. The position assumed by 
both Clay and Van Btiren was in no sense surprising. 
Clay, however, had th e support of his_ jjarty. The 
Whig convention met soon after the l^l^^ppeared 
and Clay was the unanimous choice of t^H^wention. 
Not so Van Buren. His star, which had oe^^inking 
ever since 1841 (for after he left the presidential 
chair his support became less and less sincere), 
fell rapidly after the appearance of his letter upon 
Texas. 

The Democratic convention was to meet during the 
f v,last week in May. E rom the t ime Van jurfin's lAtter 
^tppeared, the Texas tr eat y w a s not con oi dorod upon 
its nierijts^but^as abasis f or political manQeuverin£_and 
intrigue. It must be borne in mind that the delegates 
in the national conventions of those days were chiefly 
the senators and representatives at Washington. The 
VVhigs^ . north and. .mouthy- would- have nothing. toTBo 
with a Tyler mea sure. , The Dftr"^^^^<^g ^^y^^ ^o Vp" 
Buren were cautious ^ Those who w ouldjlispkre h\rr\ 
feared the_poiitjcal capital, which .„Tyler might gain i f 
.the_Jreaty_ja:fa:e_j;^ 

"^lie forty votes for the treaty, which Upshur had 
claimed," dwindled to fifteen in the face of the presi- 
dential campaign."! 

"Schouler, IV., 465, note. 

"McDuffie to Calhoun, March 5, 1844; Report of Am. Hist. 
Association, i8gg, II., 934. 

"Ra3rmond to Jones, April 24, 1844: "I have now scarcely 
any hope of its ratification but believe delay will strengthen 
the question." Jones, Official Correspondence, 343. 
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A motion to make the treaty and the accompanying 
correspondence public came to a vote in the Senate ten 
days before the Democratic convention- Th^ oppo- 
nents of Tyler and Calhoun showed their strength. By 
a vote of twenty-six to seventeen the Senate gave / 
Calhoun's and Upshur's pro-slavery manifestoes to the^ 
country. Of the seventeen who voted against putting 
the trea^l^W'e the people was one Whig, Archer of 
Virgini^^^^Kend of Tyler. Of the Democrats ten 
were iraKl^m South, six from the North. Even^Cal: 
houn had not succeeded in making the questi on of 
-??.^?:? -^ sectignaLquestion* 

The correspondence given publicity, no action was 
taken upon the treaty until after the Democratic con- 
vention had adjourned. I Polk was taken up by V an 
B uren's friends in_nr^<^r ^0 *]^,i^ii\ T:^^^^ "The imme- 
diate reannexation of Texas.'/ was adopted as the 
Democratic war-cry. It was indeed a cry to rally the 
SoiiS/Biiit not around Tyler, nor indeed around Tyler's 
Mephistophelian attendant, Calhoun. / 

The Democratic convention adjourned and the sena- . 
tors returned to Washington to resume consideration 
of Tyler's treaty, immediat e reannexatio n. jaf- Texas 

they We r<^ agr^pH npnn Kilt arrnrHing fn tT^f^ rn^jjinHc 

dictate d by the Democratic part y^not under the leader- ' 
ship of a pre sident who^tood alone. Seven^ays .after 
thexnnvpntton ndjoumrrl the Senal£j:fiJ£jCtedJ;k^ treaty 
by a vote of thirty-six to fifteen. MurphyT who had 
l^een., Tyler s too-aealous agent, m Texas^3atSis.al8Q. con- 
demned by the Senate, which refused to confirm his 

""Letters from Pillow to Polk/' American Historical Re- 
view, July, i^. 
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appointment. "The treaty," Murphy wrote to Hous- 
ton, "is rejected and so is my nomination. The tail 
went with the hide." " 

So ended the negotiation for Texas by treaty. 
Against his mim , w il l Tylor h n d made anngTntinn a 
p^rty qnfigHnn Houston wrote to Jackson, when Hen- 
derson was sent to Washington, that Texas was pre- 
sented to the United States as a bride ^fll^l for her 
espousals. "If in the confident hope o^^^^nion she 
should be rejected, her mortifeation \^MRe inde- 
scribable. She has been sought by the United States, 
and this is the third time shi^ has consented. Were she 
now to be spumed, it would forever terminate expec- 
tation on her part ; and it would then not only be left 
for the United States to expect that she would seek 
some other ^Qfin^ but all Christendom would justify 
her in a course dictated by necessity and sanctioned 
by wisdom. However adverse' this might be to the 
wishes or the interests of the United States, she could 
not ponder long."" 

With the rejection of the treaty, an outcome which 
Jto ustot L had., .anticipated,, -the ^.prefi id en t - ol^Texas, 
whether arlnat e d h3 LJsiiiC£re..naotiY£S3g^-«et^> i>lanned 
for th^ permanent, and securejnde£enden^^ his c oun- 
try. Again he turned to Great Britain. _On the other 
nSand Tyler determined to do what had been suggested 
when annexation was first discussed. ' Two daLVS^jitfir 
the -Sfiriafe- refused' to ratify the treaty he announced 
his determination to force annexation by joint reso- 
lution. "The great question is," he informed the 

* Murphy to Houston, July 3, 1844 ; Yoakum, Texas, II., 432. 
••Houston to Jackson, February 16, 1844; H. Bx, Doc, 271, 
28 Cong,, I Sess., no. 
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House, "not as to the manner in which it shall be done, 
but whether it shall be accomplished or not.' 



ff tr 



"Tyler's message, June ii, 1844, and correspondence ac- 
companying it; ibid. 



CHAPTER VII 

The Annexation of Texas by Joint Resoi^ution 

1844-1845 

When the treaty was rejected, Calhoun, who had 
staked all upon the issue of the defense of slavery 
against the menace of Great Britain's abolitionist in- 
fluence, felt that annexation was a lost cause. Though 
he said that the United States had reluctantly taken 
a position favorable to annexation because it was seen 
that not only the interests of the nation but the Union 
itself depended upon it, he now professed to believe 
/ that Texas was forever lost to the United States/ 
V Calhoun's dejection was, however, of short duration. 

Tyler determined upon an appeal to the House over the 
head of the Senate. C alhou n was given to understand 
that unless he actively^ co operated w ;ith _ Tyler^ Tils 
resignation would be in orden* Henc eforth Calhoun 

^ afterwards claiming the credit of annexation.* How 
\ much Tyler was influenced in his persistence by a 
desire to go before the country as a candidate for the 
presidency upon a platform of "Tyler and Texas" 
cannot be definitely stated. A handful of office- 
holders and personal friends had met in convention in 
Baltimore and nominated Tyler for the presidency, 

* Tyler's Tylers, II., 331. 
" Ihid, 

■ Calhoun's speech in the Senate, February 24, 1847 ; Works, 
IV., 362. 
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but the act of the so-called convention excited only- 
derision. Tyler accepted the farcical nomination in a 
letter in which he put forward his claims to the public 
confidence. Upon the subject of Texas he was out- 
spoken : "If annexation is to be accomplished, it must 
be done immediately. . . . The question with me 
is between Texas and the presidency. The latter, even 
if within my grasp, would not; for a moment be per- 
mitted to stand in the way of the first." * 

The presidency was plainly far from being within 
Tyler's grasp. The regular Democratic convention, 
which had nominated Polk and Dallas, declared for the 
"reannexation" of Texas and the "reoccupation" oi 
Oregon. If Tyler was to be an agent for annexation 
he must be s^h during the nine months of his unex- 
pired term. /Thrfiat&jal jmpeachment^ for haying^given 

orders to the army and navy to proterf: Texas ppnHingr 

nthe consideration of the treaty, did not deterihfi.JPxesi-. 
dent from appealing beyond the trea^-making power. 
J[t has been seen that annexation by act of .Congress 
instead oTtylEreaFy'hadbeen s ugge sted almost as soon 
as Texas was recognized. During the negotiation 
that resulted in Calhoun^s treaty the project of an- 
nexing Texas by act of Congress (under that pro- 
vision of the Constitution which gave Congress power 
to admit new states) had been put before the people 
by R. J. Walker, a senator from Mississippi. When 
it was definitely seen that the treaty would fail, 
McDuffie, a cluse"'tfienJ6rCalhoun7mt f6?uc ed a reso- 
lutionTinlo" fhe*Tienate along -the- -UHe-trf- Walker's 
s^gieTtionT"" 

* Tyler's Tylers, II., 321. 
•/&trf., IL, 331. 
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The first session of the twenty-eighth Congress was 
nearing its close. As is usual in presidential years, 
Congress was disinclined to put itself on record 
upon any question after the presidential conventions 
had met, nominated, and adjourned. Tyler, ho wever^^ 
^s not willing to let the matter of Texas rest until 
£ongresr mej^m regu^ Tollowmg T)ecem- 

ber._ By that time the presidential contest would be 
decided. JTj^r sent a message to the lower house 
recommending the passage dl.aii act .aiinexmg Texas. 
Writing to Howpvd, the American charge in Texas, 
he promised to call a special session for the purpose 
of pushing annexation through before the fall elec- 
tions.* In his message to the House Tyler said that 
the power of Congress was "fullv competent in some 
other form of proceeding to accomplish everything 
that a formal ratificatioii of the treaty could have 
accomplished. . . . /While I have regarded the 
annexation to be accomplished by treaty to be the 
most suitable form in which it could be eflfected, 
should Congress deem it proper to resort to any other 
expedient compatible with the Constitution, and likely 
to accomplish the object, I stand prepared to yield my 
most prompt and active cooperation. /The great ques- 
tion is, not as to the manner in which it shall be done, 
but whether it shall be accompli^ed or not. The re- 
sponsibility of deciding this qtl^tion is now devolved 
upon you." * 

Congress adjourned a week after Tyler sent his mes- 
sage to the House. Just prior to adjournment Tyler was 

•Tyler and Calhoun to Howard, June 18, 1844; MS., 
Archives. 

* Message of Tyler, June 10, 1844, with correspondence; 
/f. Ex. Doc, 271, 28 Cong., I Sess, 
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assured in writing by prominent Democrats in the House 
that the subject of annexation should not be permitted 
to rest.* The campa i gn for anne xation by act of Con- 
gress^was launched even before Cong;ress adiaurned.* 

Murphy's nomination^ as.xharge to -Texas. JbadJbeen 
rejected; Tyler then appointed General Tilghman.A. 
Howard of Indiana. Howard was originally frcwn 
"Tennessee and a friend of Jackson. But. more imr 
portant in the present case^ he was a friend of the 
distrusted Houston. When Houston was governor of 
Tennessee, Howard was in close official relationship 
with him." The new charge left Washington for 
Texas witk som£L_evidence. that annexatiQn.was not 
finally defeated. The pledge of congressmen to sup- 
port annexation, which Tyler had, was accompanied 
by a memorandum from Calhoun setting forth the aid 
that might be counted upon in the Senate. Calhoun 
believed the Senate committee upon foreign affairs 
would stand five to four for annexation and that four- 
teen Whig senators from the slave states, of whom all 
but one had voted against the treaty, would favor an- 
nexation by act of Congress." 

The necessity for such assurances, was plain. How- 
ard would have been in a most unpomfojtable position 
if he had been forced to urge JTexas to stand firm for 

■Tyler to Howard, June 18, 1844; MS., Archives, C. H. 
Raymond to Jones, June 5, 1844; Jones, OMcial Corres- 
pondence, 360. 

•The votes upon Tyler's message were: to lay upon the 
table, for, 66 \ against, 118; to suspend the rules and print, 
for, 108; against, 79. 

" Henderson to Jones, June 2, 1844 ; Jones, Official Cor- 
respondence, 356. 

"T. A. Howard's memorandum; MS., Archives. 
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annexation after the United- States had-^^fu&ed to-con- 
firm its own off er. I t was Howard' s duty to impress 
up_onTlpustQn!slgQxfiri^^ 

accomplished without^delsy. Calhoun felt no doubt 
of the continued desire of the people of Texas for 
annexation, but he feared that there might be a re- 
vulsion of feeling there on account of the rejection 
of the treaty, and that this might be played upon by 
those who were unfriendly to the United States. "The 
danger is that the revulsion of disappointed hopes 
highly excited may be seized upon by an interested 
and wily diplomacy and made the means of seducing 
them to seek and form another alliancq with the 
Power, which, there is reason to fear, has been eagerly 
watching the favorable opportunity."" 

Shortly before the Senate finally rejected the treaty. 
Rives of Virginia introduced a resolution laying the 
treaty upon the table and asking the President to 
cause an additional article to be negotiated, extending 
the period of ratification, so as to give further time 
for a full and deliberate expression of an opinion by 
the American people on the subject and also for a 
reasonable and amicable effort to obtain the concur- 
rence of Mexico in a "constitutional arrangement for 
ascertaining and establisEIngtHe boundaries between 
that country and Texas." Nothing came of the reso- 
lution. Tyler was known to be opposed to delay. 
Henderson, one of the Texas commissioners, objected 
to it upon the ground that he had no authority to con- 
sent to any such measure. He felt sure that Houston 
would regard postponement as equivalent to rejec- 
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Calhoun to Howard, June i8, 1844; MS., Archives. 
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tion." When the.new§_<^lhe Senate's failure to ratify 
was had, Houston^ without- consulting, his secretary of 
state, wrote directly to Henderson and Van Zandt 
ordering them home immediately " 

Jones, Houston's secretary of state, was a candidate 
for the presidency of Texas, for which an election 
was to be held in the following September. Between 
Jones and Houston had arisen a feeling of jealousy, 
which afterwards .grew, into .open .enmity. Each ac- 
cused the other of being secretly opposed to annexa- f 
tion. How far Houston's determination to scare the *•' 
United States into annexation carried him along into 
opposition to annexation one can hardly determine. 
In the days immediately following the rejection Hous- 
ton appeared \f s he the nppnnpnt pf annPYafinn The - 

rejection of the treaty he could fairly claim to be the 
end of all hopes of union. Tyler and his cabinet, al- 
though fearing that Houston had followed them as 
far as his dignity would permit, now endeavored to 
hold the president of Texas firm to annexation by 
sending one of Houston's old friends and an admirer 
of Jackson as charge. 

Jones, on the other hand, believed that delay would \'^ 
not defeat annexation. He proceeded upon the theory 
that Texas must have peace, and this might be had 
either by annexation, in which case the United States 
would relieve Texas of responsibility, or by Mexico's 
recognition of Texan independence. Jones's policy was 
eminently one of statesmanship. He was accused of /^ 

"Resolution of June 6, 1844, in secret session; Henderson 
to Jones, June 7, 1844; Jones, Official Correspondence, 364. 

"Houston to Jones, July 8, 1844; Jones, Official Corres- 
pondence, 371. 
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I being an opponent of union with the United States, 
I but the accusation was unjust. Although favorable to 
annexation,, he proreeHefl npn,n ,thfi theory that ii. an- 
nexation were impo ssible (a, question which the pend- 
ing poUtical contest iu Jthe United States would soon 
decide)^ Texas could pursue her own course without 
any fear of Mexican invasion or menace. While wait- 
ing for the decision of the people of theUnited States, 
his efforts were directed toward the establishment of 
peace with, and independence of, Mexico. During the 
summer of 1844 Houston seemed to be impressed with 
the idea that annexation was an impassibility; Jones 
'< thought delay ^vould not injure the cause of annexation, 
but in the event of the final defeat of annexation 
his country must be upon a footing of assured peace. 
Houston's position seems to have been one of emotion, 
of disappointment and despair, based upon the rejec- 
/tion of the treaty. Jones's position was one of calcu- 
/ lating shrewdness, which was founded upon a genuine 
J desire for the welfare of Texas. 

The Texan government did not wait long for a re- 
newal of Calhoun's assurances of protection pending 
annexation. The nrmi'ijjrpjhf'1'wfien Tcyan and Mexico 
having expired, Woll, commanding the Mexican army 
1 at Mief , gave jiotice to Houston that hostilities would 
Jie^rejiewed." Howard, the new charge, was informed 
oiyiolUs intentions and rjequested/'to take the neces- 
sary steps to carry^into effect. the. assurances (already 
giyen)-and to extend ta.TexasJthe-aid which llie emer- 
gency required.^ 
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" Woll to Houston, June 19, 1844 ; H. Bx. Doc. 2, 28 Cong., 
2 Sess., 27. 
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Jones to Howard, August 6, 1844; ibid., 25. 
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Howard 's answer, which Jones characterized as 
hajr-splitting, was that ^he assurances of protection 
.extended only during the pendency of the treaty, and 
Jhat he had no in.structioni.JbfiyQniJ^Sat.'^-^^ de- 
cided th,at the obligation. to_ protect Texas extended not 
merejy during the consideration of the treaty, but" 
also while the question of annexation- was . pending. 
Such a position was a dangerous one, "As far as it 
relates to the executive department he (the President) 
is prepared to use all its powers for that purpose. But 
the government of Texas is fully aware that they are 
circumscribed by the constitution within narrow limits, 
which it would not be possible for the President to 
transcend. ^11 that hej:au dais to make suitable 
representations to the Mexican gever-nment against 
the renewal of the war pending the -question pf annex- 
ation, _and the.savage manner in^ which, jt Js ^proposed 
to conduct it^ and to recommend to Congress to adopt 
measures to repel . any attack .which. Jiiay be. made/'" 
After all of Tyler's brave talkj)f protection, he fell back 
to the position that Webster had, taken : to remon- 
strate with Mexico against th^ continuance of the war. 
Active measures of j)rotection were admitted to be 
within the power ..of Congress, only. Wilson Shannon 
of Ohio, who had been tendered and had accepted the 
position of minister to Mexico some months before," 
was told to protest against the renewal of the war. 
Calhoun wrote that Mexico's object was plain: "To 
defeat the annexation of Texas to the United States 
and probably to drive Texas into political connections 

" Howard to Jones, August 6, 1844 ; ibid., 28. 
"Calhoun to Howard, September 10, 1844; ibid., 50. 
"Shannon to Calhoun, April 17, 1844; MS., Archives. 
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'with some other power less congenial to her feelings 
and favorable to her independence, and more threaten- 
ing to her and our permanent welfare and safety." 
The President, therefore, would use all his constitu- 
tional powers to stop the. projected renewal of war. 
"If Mexico has thought proper to take offense [at 
annexation] it is we, who invited a renewal of the 
proposition, and not she [Texas] which accepted it, 
that ought to be held responsible. . . . Mexico 
would make a great mistake if she should suppose 
that the President would regard with indifference the 
renewal of the war." " 

Shannon replied that although efforts were making 
to increase the army and to rebuild the navy in conse- 
quence of the belligerent utterances of Santa Anna, 
he believed that the projected invasion for the sub- 
jugation of Texas would come to nothing. Santa 
Anna and the Mexican congress were mutually an- 
tagonistic. If the congress voted means to support an 
army, it would result in the prolongation of Santa 
Anna's power. If the congress controlled the army as 
well as the funds, Santa Anna would be driven: out. 
The belligerent manifesto Shannon believed to be 
brutum fulmen,'^ 

Raymond, who continued to look after the interests 
of Texas at Washington after the departure of Van 
Zandt and Henderson, wrote to Jones: "Mr. Calhoun 
informed me on yesterday that Gen. Howard would 
have been instructed to renew the assurance given to 
our government in April last, relative to the disposi- 

" Calhoun to Shannon, September lo, 1844; H. Ex. Doc, 2, 
28 Cong., I Sess., 29. 
** Shannon to Calhoun, October 28, 1844; MS., Archives, 
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tion of the army and navy of the United States for our 
protection during the pendency of annexation; and 
that in his despatch to Gen. Howard, he had so di- 
rected him; but when it came to be submitted to the 
Cabinet, the gentlemen at the head of the war and navy 
departments preferred its being omitted, in order that 
the return of the naval force to the Gulf and Coast of 
Texas, which they had only left on account of the 
equinoctial storms, should seem as a mere continuation 
(as it was in fact) of the April orders, which had al- 
ready stood the test of the most rigid scrutiny of 
Congress. I was assured that a continuation of these 
orders had been made and that these vessels of war 
would be on the spot before any danger could ap- 
proach us. I believe this government will do rather 
more for our protection and support, if necessary, than 
they desire should appear. They don't like to leave 
themselves open to an attack by Congress, especially 
Wilkins, Mason and Nelson. Mr. Calhoun is case- 
hardened. When he thinks he is right he will go 
ahead, no matter how great the responsibility; and 
had he the power, the army would doubtless be ordered 
right into Texas to repel any attack upon her."" 

Tyler and^Calhoun were more afraid of the actionv 
of other powers than, of Mexico. Tt^was under- 
stood that the British interests, in . Mexico had. .repre- 
sented to Santa Anna that the independence of Texas 
would be of advantage to Mexico in rrparing,a buffer 
$tate against the aggrei^i(»is of the northern republic. 
In June, after the rejection of the treaty, Aberdeen 



"Raymond to Jones, September 13, 1844; Jones, Official 
Correspondence, 382. 
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proposed to Ashbel Smith, who continued to represent 
Texas in Great Britain and France, that Texas join 
in a diplomatic act with Great Britain, France, the 

»v United States, and Mexico: "The basis of the pro- 
posed diplomatic act was peace between Texas and 
Mexico, and the permanent separate independence of 
Texas — the parties to the act to be its guarantors."" 
Aberdeen further told Smith that while the United 
States would be invited to join with the other powers, 
it was not to be expected that it would accept. "It 
was believed Mexico would participate, but in case of 
her refusal, England, France, and Texas having 
passed the act as between themselves, Mexico would 
be forced to abide its time. The act if passed by the 
three powers would not be abandoned — it would be 
maintained." Smith asserted that he and Aberdeen 
agreed definitely upon the terms of the arrangement. 

, "The two European powers asked no privileges, 
hinted at none, did not propose to touch directly or 
indirectly, made no allusion even, to any iiistitutions 
of Texas, or to its domestic or foreign policy outside 
the express terms of the act. Those were limited abso- 

*lutely to the objects on the face of it; peace and per- 
manent independence." " The assent of France Smith 
claimed to have definitely obtained. On the other hand. 
Wise, Tyler's minister at the Court of Louis Philippe, 
reported to Calhoun that there was no truth in the 
report connecting France with Great Britain in an 
effort to persuade Texas to withdraw the proposition 

"Ashbel Smith, Reminiscences, 6i. Smith was opposed 
to the "diplomatic act." Worley in Quarterly of the Texas 
State Historical Association, IX., 32. 

^Ibid, 
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to annex on condition that Mexico should be made to 
acknowledge her independence. King, however, did 
not obtain from Guizot any definite assurance that 
France would not join in obtaining Mexico's recog- 
nition of Texan independence. Calhoun authorized 
King to state to the French government that if action 
were taken looking toward the recognition of Texas by 
Mexico as a means of assistance to Mexico against 
the United States, it was a mistaken policy because the 
United States had no disposition to aggrandize itself at 
the expense of Mexico. "The fact is the very reverse." 
Calhoun then dwelt upon the dissimilarity of interests 
between France and Great Britain. The latter had 
political, the former merely commercial, motives in 
treating for Texan independence. But France must 
know that her commercial interests were not in har- 
mony with those of Great Britain, who plainly aimed 
to monopolize all markets. France could be sure of 
having fair treatment from the United States, and as 
for her commercial interests with Texas, they would 
be improved if annexation took place. She could then 
purchase cheaply the produce raised by slave labor. 
If Texas were free and independent, France would 
have to pay more dearly for all products such as Texas 
raised. King was instructed to urge France not to 
join Great Britain in her mistaken propaganda for 
abolition. Calhoun then described abolition as a crime 
against civilization. "It would be to substitute for the 
existing relation a deadly strife between the two races, 
to end in the subjection, expulsion, or extirpation of 
one or the other ; and such would be the case over the 
greater part of this continent where negro slavery 
exists. It would not end there, but would in all prob- 
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ability extend, by its example, the war of races all 
over South America, including Mexico, and extending 
to the Indian as well as to the African race, and make 
the whole one scene of blood and devastation. Dis- 
missing, then, the stale and unfounded plea of philanr 
thropy, can it be that France and the other great con- 
tinental powers — ^seeing what must be the result of 
the policy, for the accomplishment of which England 
is constantly exerting herself, and that the defeat 
of the annexation of Texas is so important toward its 
consummation — are prepared to back or countenance 
her in her efforts to effect either?"* In his defense 
to Pakenham, Calhoun had taken the ground that an- 
nexation was necessary for the perpetuation of the 
Union, which abolition menaced. Now he claimed 
that unless annexation took place, a war of races 
would drench all America in blood. France was asked 
to choose the state of things which annexation would 
offer: low prices for the products of slave labor, in- 
stead of high prices, for which England was working ; 
to prefer peace, the outcome of annexation, to Texan 
independence and the horrors of a race war. 

It is_bard to cornprehend-4:bat such a -position was 
ever assumed by any American secretary of state. 
Had Calhoun stated (and this was the traditional doc- 
trine) that Great Britain and France must keep hands 
off Texas, he would have remained upon safe ground. 
He could not, however^say this as long as the United 
States had determined not to permit Texas to remain 
independent. To draw France, away, from England 

"Calhoun to King, August 12, 1844; H, Ex. Doc, 2, 28 
Cong., 2 Sess., 44. 
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Upon the Texas question was obv ious ly n ecessary:^ If 

Great-Britain and Franre had jninfly griiarantppH tVie 

independence ol. Texas with .the. . condition . that that 
independence should be permanent, the United States 
would have been drawn into a war, provided (and 
jjiis was unlikely ).the.p.eQple of Texas. rarififd.sucli an 
arrang^nient. Had the United States been told by 
Great Britain and France that Texas should not be 
annexed, war would have been necessary in order that 
the United States should vindicate its position. If 
Texas had bound herself to Great Britain and France 
to remain independent, Tyler would have been in the 
predicament of having placed before the American 
people an issue which two European powers forbade 
it to decide. Houston resolved that Texas should bind 
itself by just that promise. 

In September occurred the contest for the Texan 
presidency. Jgriggj _Hnnstnn'5=^ ser.r ptf^ry ^^ g^-afp^ was 
elected. T he dat e set foxJi ig inaug fiiratinn wjls not 
until December^ Houston ordered Jones to instruct 
Smith to conclude the diplomatic act upon the terms 
proposed by Aberjdeen. Houston's order to Jones was 
as follows : "* "Let dispatches be forthwith sent to Dr. 
Smith, to the care of Mr. Rate" at London. Let the 
instructions be given Mr, Rate to forward said dis- 
patches, in the event of Dr. Smith's departure home- 
ward, to Colonel Daingerfield, at the Hague. Let full 
powers and letters of credence be also transmitted to 
Colonel Daingerfield, to be used by him in the event 

"Houston to Jones, September 23, 1844; Niles* Register, 
LXXIV., 413. 

*^Mr. Lachlin Mcintosh Rate, a London merchant, and at 
the same time an agent of the government of Texas. 
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of Dr. Smith's leaving Euroge, in conducting the 
necessary negotiations with the Courts of England and 
France. Let our representatives (Dr. Smith or Colonel 
Daingerfield) be instructed to complete the proposed 
agreement for the settlement of our Mexican difficul- 
ties, as soon as possible — giving the necessary pledges, 
as suggested in the late dispatch of Dr. Smith on this 
subject, but adhering to the Rio Grande as a boun- 
dary, sine qua non. Also let our representatives be 
instructed at once to enter into, the proper arrange- 
ments, for the admission of our products into the ports 
of England, (and France if possible), upon the most 

' favorable terms — suggesting to the European parties 
that now is the most favorable time for such an ar- 
rangement with this country, in consequence of the 
absence of the obstacles which a treaty with the United 
States might interpose." 
,J[on es, the se cretary of state, relying upon his posi- 

^. tion as president ^lect, disobeyed Houston's orders and 
failed to issue the instructions." Smith returned to 
Texas believing that Guizot had been impressed by 
King with the idea that any action on the part of 
France toward Texas would give umbrage to the 
United States." Aberdeen, on the other hand, he 
thoiight, still relied upon the cooperation of France 
and would act provided Texas gave satisfactory as- 
surances of its determination to remain independent. 

By the time Smith had reached Texas and become 
secretary of state under"Jpnes, _the elections in the 
United States had been won for P.Qlk. Thanks, la 4he 

"Jones, OMcial Correspondence, 43. 
"Smith to Jones, December 24, 1844; ibid. 
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Liber ty party in th e state of New York, t he annexa- 

tion of Texas seemed to haye_bLeen.J5ndorsed by a ^Jji*^r^ Y 

gopular voter" ' f^lJi. 

Tyler's message to Congress in December^ 1844, was j 
a caI Mm aeliun based upon iBevote of the people upon- 
annexation. "Instructions have come up to both 
branches of Congress from their constituents in terms 
the most emphatic. It is the will both of the people 
and the States that Texas shall be annexed to the Union 
prqmptly_and imniediately." * AH of the arguments 
heard in the trea,ty-message of the past May were 
again brought forward. As far as the wishes of Texas 
were concerned, he believed there had been no change. 
As for Mexico's threat of war, it should have no effect 
upon the action of the United States, for Mexico had 
no rightful concern in the ultimate destiny of a repub- 
lic which was de facto independent of her. As for 
other nations, Tyler stated that he apprehended no 
serious complaint from them. "No sufficient ground 
exists for such complaint. We should interfere 
in no respect with the rights of any other nation. 
There cannot be gathered from the act any design on 
our part to do so with their possessions on this con- 
tinent. We have interposed no impediments in the 
way of such acquisitions of territory, large and ex- 
tensive as many of them are, as the leading powers 
of Europe have made from time to time in every part 
of the world. We seek no conquest made by war. No 
intrigue will have been resorted to or acts of diplomacy 
essayed to accomplish the annexation of Texas. Free 

•Tyler's Annual Message, December 3, 1844; Richardson's 
Messages, IV., 344. 
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and independent herself, she asks tp be received into 
our Union. It is- a question for our own decision 
whether she shall be received or not." 
1/ Tn all thj^ ^h^re^ ^^_ ^^ absence of the futile asserti on 
of Calhoun that the .Unified States reluctantlv turne d 
to annexation because fnr^^^ p do so hv the, intriynies 
oJG^eat Britai^^^^ in TPYas. , Tylfr droppe d 

the pro-slavery ar^ment an d stood uoon the nuestio n 

^^.^...^...t^ni II mil O II ■mill I iiii ML ii ii w i r i rTi iii^iw^**'— "— — ^ ■ ' 

of national right^ a position thoroTip-hlv tenable. His 
reference to the possessions of European .powers . in 
Amefica was not only conciliatory, it w;as milder than 

^ the facts warranted, Calhoun, however, ^till f-eared 
that , Grea,t Britain would "consummate her, grand 
scheme of cqmmercial monopoly,, disguised under the 
garb of abolition." ** , 

General How arcL.th£LJr.iend_Qf HQUStOJPL.jaa(L Jack- 
son, died in TexaaJn. Augt ist. ^.JXyler. -offered. tb£..posi- 

„iiQq_of ch arg e to Andrew Jackson Donelson, the son- 
in-law and former private secretary of Jackson, who 
had taken a prominent part in the successful, manoeu- 
vers that. won the presidential .nprnination for Pplk.. 
This appointment was designedly^ rnade to bring to. 
bear the personal influence of Jackson upon Hous1;on^" 

e . 

"Calhoun to King, December 13, 1844; Report Am. Hist. 
Association, 1899, II., 632. 

"Calhoun to Donelson, Septembek- 15, 1844; *Wrf., 614. 
Jackson to Van Buren, October 22, 1844; MS., Van Buren 
Papers, Library of Congress: 

"Hermitage 

Octt)r 22nd 1844 

"My. dear Sir, 

"Major A. J. Donelson left me yesterday for 
Texas, as charge de affairs, to fill the vacancy occasioned 
by the lamented death of Genl Howard — ^The Major accepted 
this appointment by the great solicitude of the Government 
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Duff Green, who had been such a willing instrument 
for annexation under Upshur, was sent to Galveston 
as consul with a further duty, as bearer of despatches 

& his political friends, and at a great sacriHce of his private 
interest — ^but such is the great national importance of Texas 
to the whole Union, and to the safety of the South & West, 
& the great interest of this Union so considered by all the 
democrats — that public duty prevailed over his private in- 
terest, & he has accepted the mission. 

"The Major has fully exposed to me his private means — 
They are ample to meet all his pecuniary engagements and 
to make his family comfortable & independent as I believe. 
The Major requested me to say to you, that as he passed 
thro' Neworleans, he would make arrangements, based upon 
his cotton crop, to remit to his N. York debt six thousand 
dollars, which thro his present crop of cotton, thinks that 
he can do — His crop in Mississippi, is promising & he has 
a fair crop here, and if cotton commands seven cents, I have 
no doubt thro the commission Merchants, he will be able to 
comply with what he has authorized me to say to you — at 
least I hope he may. 

"I have had a Hemorhage a few days ago — I am very 
feeble, & have been visitted with a chill — The lancet to 
meet the first, and medicine to meet the last which has very 
much enfeeble [d] me — I am still able to set up & wield the 
pen, but with great difficulty. 

"You see we have lost the election in Ohio — still I hope 
she may rally and on the first of Nov^r regain her democ- 
racy — We are in good spirits here of your empire state that 
she is, & will prove sound to the core for democracy — But 
the Whiggs from corruption, fraud, and pipe laying claim 
that they will carry New York this their host here — Please, 
on the receipt of this give me your opinion of the result. 
Georgia is safe for the Democracy — Polk & Dallas I think 
will carry Tennessee, and the Democracy of Kentucky are 
of the opinion they will carry that state. Our friend Col 
Benton has got himself in hotwater in Missouri I hope he 
may be able to regain his former high standing with the 
democracy of the West — I hope he may be again elected — 
should he fail, he will be politically lost to the democracy — 
In confidence, I can say to you, that the leading democrats 
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to Mexico." Just what Green's duties were does-pot 
appear, but he was sent doubtless to aid in strength- 
ening the desire of the people for annexation, even tq 
the extent, in the opinion of Jones, of fomenting a 
revolution in Texas if the government of Texas openly 
favored separate independence." 

Donelson reported the conversations had with Hous- 
ton anf JonFrand His conclusion therefrom that the 
.r^tiring^ and iocoining... executives of Texas were in 
fcivor of annexation notwithstanding all contrary re- 
_ports. Terrell, a well-known advocate of indepen- 
dence, had been sent as minister to England and 
France. Donelson feared that this was an indication 
of the change in the policy of Texas. Houston tried to 
disabuse his mind upon this point. "Terrell," Hous- 
ton said, "was not authorized to conclude a treaty, 
that he had sent him to England and France to see 
what bids they would make, what boot they would 
give — that he was not authorized to commit the gov- 

of both Illinois & Indiana, advise me, that his speeches on 
the Texan question has been by thousand published by the 
Whiggs & circulated to the great injury of the democratic 
cause, and some of his best friends in Ohio have complained 
of this, and has confidently assured me, that the Col speeches, 
and the apathy of Allen & Tapan on the Texan question has 
lost Ohio to the democrats — ^but that they will make another 
struggle on the first of nov^r next. 

"My whole Household Join me in kind salutations to you 
& yours, as does Major Donelsons family, and particularly 
yr little god daughter, Mary — ^very respectfully" 

« [Signature cut off] 

"Calhoun to Tyler, February lo, 1845; Report Am. Hist. 
Assoc, 1899, II., 643. Shannon to Calhoun, November 12, 
1844; MS., Archives. 

"Officers of the Government of Texas to Jones, December 
30, 1844; Jones, Official Correspondence, 412. 
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enunent, and power to do so would not be given 
to him." * Again is the question of Houston's sincerity 
raised. Donelson believed he had in him, as well as 
in Jones, a true friend. Jones, whose enmity to 
Houston soon became no secret, claimed that Houston 
opposed annexation from the time the Calhoun treaty 
was rejected. The question, however, is not important. 
Jones, not Houston, was to occupy the center of the 
Texan stage after the ninth of December. 

The new charge to Texas emphasized the necessity 
of haste on the part of Congress. "Every day's delay 
is adding strength to the hands of those who are 
playing the game for the ascendency of British influ- 
ence in this Republic. Delay will increase the diffi- 
culties already in our way, if it does not make them 
insurmountable."" He reported that Houston as- 
sured him that he would be proud to see annexation 
accomplished during Donelson's residence in Texas." 

In his valedictory message to the Texan congress, 
however, Houston did not give utterance to those pro- 
annexation views with which he had raised Donelson's 
hopes. He dwelt upon the splendid prospects which 
Texas would have if she persevered in separate inde- 
pendence, and drew attention to the friendly attitude 
of European nations in contrast with the manifest 
coolness of the United States. Jones's inaugural con- 
tained not a word upon the subject of annexation." 

"Donelson to Calhoun, November 24, 1844; Report by A. 
C. McLaughlin, Carnegie Institution Puplications. 

"Donelson to Calhoun, November 23, 1844 (received De- 
cember 28) ; MS., Archives. 

"Donelson to Calhoun, November 24, 1844 (received De- 
cember 28) ; MS., Archives. 

"Yoakum, Texas, II., 443. 
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The^ question was what the Congress of the United 
States would do. 

In Mexico, Shannon, whose temperament seems to 
have been totally unfit for a diplomatic position, was 
engaged in a blustering correspondence with Rejon 
upon the subject of annexation. Santa Anna's down- 
fall was plainly indicated. As the government weak- 
ened and a revolution became more and more immi- 
nent, Shannon's tone grew less and less conciliatory. 
Green, always a misdiief maker, whose desires now 
went beyond the annexation of Texas and fastened 
themselves upon the acquisition of California, coun- 
selled Shannon upon the necessity of himibling Mex- 
ico. Green reported to Calhoun that Mexico would 
never consent to the annexation of Texas. "The 
present Government may therefore temporise, but* we 
have nothing to hope from Mexico. They cannot 
reconquer Texas but they will not sell Texas." "* "The 
Government of the United States have no alternative, 
that they cannot be content with the annexation of 
Texas. They must demand a withdrawal of the in- 
solent charges and imputations contained in Mr. 
Rejon's notes, and an immediate adjustment of all oui; 
Claims against Mexico. This will not be done and a 
war must be the consequence." ** Shannon wrote that 
there was as much probability of the Emperor of 
China declaring war against the United States as that 
Mexico would do so. Without any authority from 
Calhoun, he notified the Mexican government that 
owing to the insolent tone of Rejon's communications, 

•Duff Green to Calhoun, October 28, 1844; Report of Atn, 
Hist Association, 1899, II., 980. 
*• Green to Calhoun, November 12, 1844 » ibid., 993. 
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h6 would suspenjd diplomatic intercourse with it until 
he 'bad further instructions from-hoine.*^ Coinciding 
witfi Green's opipion tha^the United States "could not 
have peace witH Mexico without a war," ** Shannon 
declared to Calhoun that nothing could be done with 
Mexico as to the settlement of any of the diflBculties 
we have with her,' "until we either whip her, or make 
her believe we will do so."** 

Having assisted Shannon in bringing relations with 
Mexico to an impasse; Green lett to'talce upTlie^ duties 
oQffiLSSflsSIItaitjGalve^^ 

consul soon occurred, and after an altercation with 
President Jones he was given his passports*** 

In Mexico the storm against Santa Anna, which had 
long beer^ brewing, finally broke out into revolution. 

*^ Shannon to Rejoh, November 8, 1844; MS., Archives. 
Miles' Register, UXYU.,26o-6S, 

, ** Green to Calhoun, November 1^, 1844; Report, Am. Hist. 
Association, 1899, II., 993. 

'"Shannon to Calhoun, November 12, 1844; ibid., 995. 
' **The source of the Green quarrel was this: Green at- 
tempted tP.haye the Texan congress pass a bill in aid of. two 
companies, the Texas Land Company and the Del Norte 
Com'pany. These companies had as objects the conquest 
and occupaticy in behalf of Texas of the Californias and 
the northern provinces of ^lexico by means of an army aided 
by Indians to be introduced from the United States upon 
the Texan frontier. Green offered stock in these companies 
to Jones if he would aid in the scheme. Upon Jones's re- 
fusal Green threatened ; to , revolutionize the country and 
overthrow the existing government Jones revoked Green's 
exequatur Dec. 31, 1S44. Officers of the Government of Texas 
to Jones, December 36, 1844; Jones, Official Correspondence, 
412. Elliott, to Jones, January 14, 1845 ; ibid.,. 413. Donelson 
to Calhoun, January 9, 1845, enclosing Secretary of State 
Allen to Donelson, January 14, 1845; MS., Archives. Donel- 
son to Calhoun, January 25 (ibid.), stated that the trouble 
between Jones and Green had been settled. 
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It cul minated in the overthrow of Santa Anna on De- 
cember 5, 1 844 The council of state appointed, as presi- 
dent ad tw/mwjGOTerftLHfirrera^ a man of established 
probity of character, whose fault was timidity. His 
tendencies were for .peiice. Thus Mexico, by expelling 
the turbulent Santa Anna and replacing him with 
Herrera, took a long step toward the peaceful adjust- 
ment of relations with the United States upon the 
subject of Texas. A more competent diplomat than 
Shannon would have taken advantage of the change 
in Mexico's domestic affairs. Shannon, however, 
whose bad feeling dated from his arrival in the coun- 
try, wanted Mexico chastised. 

The course of events in Washington centered about 
the agitation for the passage through Congress of the 
resolution annexing Texas. Calhoun felt that while 
the House would favor annexation, the action of the 
Senate was problematical.* Ingersoll's resolutions as 
amended by Brown of Tennessee passed the House 
on January 25, 1845, ^Y ^ vote of one hun- 
dred and twenty to ninety-eight. In the Senate 
Benton, reversing his earlier position, in^which 
he demanded ^lie^prgi?iOUS co iiseiil"" or"M exico, now 
came forward with a projfosition fQ annfy Texas by 
what lyas practically TEe negotiation of a new treaty^ 
The support of Benton and of those senators who 
followed him was necessary for the success of any 
annexation measure. A compromise, which gave to the 
President the power of selecting the alternative means, 
was offered and passed by a small majority. The joint 

•Calhoun to R. M. T. Hunter, December 29, 1844; Report, 
Am. Hist. Association, 1899, H., 6j6. 



\ 



\ 



THK ANNISXATION O^ TEXAS 185 

resolutions went to President Tyler March i, many 
believing that he would leave the final choice of 
measures to his successor, Polk. 

Tyler's name, however, was to be inseparably asso- 
ciated with Texas. Calhoun had not been invited to 
continue with Polk.** As soon as the resolutions 
reached the President, he and Calhoun determined to 
act at once. Selecting the method suggested by the 
House in preference to that which Benton claimed was 
the only constitutional mode, Tyler, on the daj^ 
he left t he presidential office, despatchec " 
ssen^er to Te-y^as f^Q carry tl^<^ ]^mt rp^nlutinn to 
^onelson , w ho was instructed tn i\]Rist fhfft ^^^ Tt^^^n 
rovernment accede to the termg of the joint res olution. 
The reason for the deliberate choice of the House 
methods was stated to be that they were more simple 
in character and might more readily be carried into 
effect. " Nothing more is n f^rf^^^^xy f^np that the 
Congress 0f Texas be called together, its cons ent give n 
to the provisions contained in it, and the adoption of 
a constitution by the people in convention, the samfi. 
to be submitted to the Congress of the United States 
for its approval, in the same manner as when one of 
our own territories is admitted as a state. The decisive 
objection to the amendment of the Senate is that it 
would endanger the ultimate success of the measure." *' 
It contemplated a new compact which must be ratified 
like any other treaty. Calhoun urged that the joint 
resolutions be adopted by the Texan congress with- 
out amendment and immediately. "The last hope on 

*• Calhoun to Mrs. Calhoun, March 11, 1845; ibid., 647. 
"Calhoun to Donelson, March 3, 1845; S, Ex, Doc, i, 29 
Cong,, 2 Sess., 32. Tyler's Tylers, II., 364. 
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the part of any foreign power, which may feel dis- 
posed to defeat annexation, will be to act upon the 
government of Texas, and it can scarcely be doubted 
from the feelings expressed on the part of one of the 
leading European powers against the measure, that 
no effort will be spared to induce Texas to reject the 
proposals contained- in the Resolution."** 

It has been seen that Jones's policy as president of 
Texas was to follow two parallel lines of negotiation : 

yi * the first, 'to hold the door open for annexation as long 
Y as there remained any. reasonable ground for hope of 
\ getting it, the second, to lay the foundation for the 
I separate independence of Texas as a nation in case 
1 annexation should ultimately fail. ''Annexation or 
^yfnity. Independence and Peace with all the world.'*** 
Donelson learned of the passage of the Texas reso- 
lution while he was at New Orleans. He turned back 
to Texas with the important news only to find the 
French and English charges closeted with Jones and 
the secretary of state, Ashbel Smith. Although ig- 
norant of what project Was under consideration, he 
felt sure that Jones was a friend of annexation. The 
result Qf. the.. conference with Elliott and Saligny^ the 
Rritifih and Jxiench representatives, was a memoran- 
dum of a treaty which included the conditions that 
Mexico acknowledge the.independencebf Texas, and 
that Texas promise that l she.. wauIxL, not annex her- 
self, or become subject, to any country whatey^it.'* 
Elliottj^jfldthouL JJonelson's knowledge^ left -Galveston 



^Ibid, See Donelson to Calhoun, April 24, 1845; Report 
Am. Hist Association, iSgg, XL, 1029. 
^ Jones, Official Correspondence, 473. 
'* Ibid., Memorandum of Mardi 29, 1845. 
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for Mexico. In the mean time Jones temporized. At 
no time, however, did Donelson lose faith in the ulti- 
mate success of the measure, for Jones had assured 
him that he would submit the question to the people. 
As soon as Elliott had left for Mexico with the agree- 
ment for independence, Jones sent his secretary of 
state to Europe for the purpose of placing the rela- 
tions of Texas with Great Britain and France upon 
a satisfactory footing should annexation fail. In case 
annexation triumphed Smith was to take leave of the 
two governments and close the legations." The Mexi- 
can government accepted the proposals of Texas and 
the preliminary treaty was ratified by the Mexican 
congress." Elliott returned with the treaty and Jones 
proclaimed peace with Mexico. It remained fgrJiie 
people of Texas j;2^^n^^ wl^irti pafVi Tpyqc gVimilH 

•^ilnWj fhaT"nf jnrlgppnHpnrp nr q£ .unioO- With the 

ynSed Stateir.- Aj ronvpntion had .already be e n call e d 
to^conside y the^ 'reso lutio ns for ^nexatioi]L..>>Tihe . y 

Texan CO np^res<; inHjfafpH fVi^ f^^lirigr ni tht- p^npl^ in 

unanimoti§Ji3L.i-^i^aing thfi.J^([^ykaa.j££afaJeUld,^ \ 
for annexation. ^Ip on th e Fourth of July the convc n- \ 

tlnn of lli( T?i'imh1li' iif Ti uih jMiineH an nrrlinniirp 

with_b ut^one dissen tingr voire, agreeing fn ^nnevation 
with, the .United StatPfti.., In_ Octo ber th e^^fiople-ratified . 

the, arts nf the rnriypntinn, nn-d ,[]] (linl Tv'lil'l I" mill 1I1T 

toward annexation had been accomplished. The steps 
remaining for the admission of Texas as a state of the 
Union were to be taken by the Congress of the United 
States. I n Decem ber Polk app roved the joint reso lu- 

"Smith to Jones, April 9, 1845, and memorandum; Jones, 
Official Correspondence, 446. 
■* Ashbel Smith's Reminiscences, 72. 
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tion of Congr ess admitting Texas as a ^tate. aiid in 
February, 1848, upon the surrender of auth ority by 
Ffesideiit Tones to Governor Henderson, Texas as a 
republic legally ceased to exist." 

Tyler gave wav to Polk but not before he h ad 
signed the joint jesolutjo and.,deter- 

mined which method of annexation ,§hould be followed. 
No two men could have been more different in char- 
acter than Calhoun and Buchanan. As far as, Texas 
was concerned, Polk did not reverse the decision of 
v4iis predecessor. The incoming President proceeded 
to carry out the plans that Calhoun had decided upon. 
As soon as Tyler had signed the joint resolution, Al- 
monte, the Mexican minister at Washington, departed, 
thus breaking off relations between his country and 
the United States. In giving notice to Buchanan of 
the termination of his mission Almonte denounced the 
taction of Congress as "an act of aggression, the most 
l/^ unjust which can be found recorded in the counsels 
of modern history — namely, that of despoiling a 
friendly nation like Mexico of a considerable portion 
er territory." ** 

As Me xico had long sinc e announced that ann exa- 
tion would be r egarded by her as f^quiyp,|ent to ^ Hecla- 
ration of war, Almonte was fo rced to s uspend rela- 
tions to preserve Tiis self-respect. He could do no less. 
Polk was justified in thinking that nothing would 




' '"In the summer of 1845 Polk refused to receive a charg6 
from Texas. Had he then regarded Texas as a foreign state, 
he would have exceeded his powers in sending United States 
troops thither. Polk's Diary. 

"Almonte to the Secretary of State, March 6, 1845; Brit 
and For. State Papers, XXXIII., 246-48. 
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come of Almonte's protest. As the adminis tration of 
the p eaceful Herrera was admittedly too weak to sub- 
jugate T^xasT^ffiepfCJSecn^^ -war- against the 
t ^iited States was at firsf hardl>rconsidered. Almonte's 
protest was received with expressions of regret thai 
Mexico should have taken offense. "The President," 
Buchanan wrote Almonte, "although entering upon the 
duties [of his office], cheerfully declares in advance 
that his most strenuous efforts will be devoted to the 
amicable adjustment of every cause of complaint be- 
tween the two governments and to the cultivation of 
the kindest and most friendly relations between the 
sister Republics. 

With the departure of Almonte really ends the nar-\ 
rative of Texas annexation, as far as Mexico was con- 1 
cemed. I t is commonly said that the Mexican W ar 

as the result of the annexation of X ^jfjaff^ but the tvvQ 

were separate e pisodes wh ich. had,Jaa,ner,fifiaaaf,y^n- 
necl[ion. If Polk had had no ulterior designs upon 




i«M^«ilaM' 




Mexico, the Mexican War would not have take!f^ 
place. Had the United States only the matter of 
^Texas to settle with Mexico there would have been 
no difficulty. But Polk had greater ambitions than to 
act as Tylerls adnrffil^iator de bonis non as to Texas : 
he coveted /California Nfrom his entrance into office. 
Tjer s nanr^c^^-pTOperlv connected with Texas; with 
Polk belong?. the glorjr, if glory it be,, of the Mexican 
War and of the conquest of California. 1\ 

"^ ' III Mm I »^./» f*.—-^ »-.»• , , \ 

J 

" Buchanan to Almonte, March 10, 1845 ; ibid. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

Th^ Northwestern Boundary Controversy 

1803-1818 

It has been found necessary to review the history 

of the northeastern boundary question in order to 

present with sufficient clearness the problem that 

Ashburton and Webster essayed tq solve. The Qorth- 

f eastern boundary question was essentially one of geog- 

■^Taphy, having its origin m the inaccuracies of the 

'^igHfeenth century maps and in the ignorance of those 

who ne gotiat ed the peace treaty of 1783, The north- 

western boundary difficulty^olved in 1846^ was one 

9ff totally different nature.^ Tnterpr^t^tion of maps 

iiad nothing to do with i£ It was a boundary ques- 
[/ tion^ whichgrew out of the ^westward, expansion, oi 
the Anglo-Saxon ^eogle toward the Pacific. It was 
a controversy nearly as old as the northeastern ques- 
tion, but the succeeding phases of it had no resem- 
blance to the controversy over the St. Croix, the High- 
lands, and the Connecticut River. That the two mat- 
ters culminated in angry discussion at about the same 
time was, perhaps, only a coincidence. The two 
branches of the English-speaking races spread west 
beyond the Rockies and came in close contact, after a 
race across the continent, near the mouth of the 
Columbia. 

The history of this expansion has In it much of 
the picturesque. Gray and Vancouver carried on the 
work of Drake, while the exploits of Lewis and Clark 
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and of Mackenzie nobly followed out the hazardous 
undertakings of Champlain and of La Salle. 

I^ the a ttfempt .JSL-makS-j:ood .„thfi^,tsa:rJtorial claims 
for which Gray and Lewis and Clark upon the one 
hand, and Vancouver and Mackenzie upon the,.Qtti?r, 
furnished the oppor tunity^ both the^United ..States and 
Great Britain made use of evg|y argument luppn which 
color of title could be f otmded. Discoaefixy, settle- / 
merit, effective occupation, contiguitj; and treatjr . 
rigKts were all made to do dutyiii^.canfiJ&QnJJ. AH 
of these lumped together failed to give either party 
a" perfect right to the northwest coast of America. 
The r esult was a compromise no doubt just and equ i- 
table. The line of forty-nine degre es carried across 
tHeRocky Mountains to the^Pacific gave to Great 
Britairr"a stretch oiF coast that guaranteed to her_ for 
all time. to come a position of effective commercial 
rivalry with the United States for the transcontinental . 

* i,^-M. Mil,..—.,.-,--—-- /^ < 

and trans-Pacific trade of the world. Had the United / 
States been able successfully to defend against Great 
Britain her claim Up to fifty-four degrees, forty min- 
utes (and a war would no doubt have resulted in the 
effort to enforce such a claim), the position of Great 
Britain, not only in reference to the North American 
continent, but also to the trade of the world, miight 
have become secondary in importance. Great Britain 
was secured in her possession of a transcontinental 
trade-route long Sefore such an idea was believed pos- 
sible. The tortuous path of Mackenzie has been 
straightened into the line of the Canadian Pacific, 
whose port of departure to the Orient bears the name 
of Mackenzie's compatriot, the sailor Vancouver. 
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U^ By the t reaty of peace of 1^8;^ the western boy n- 
^ary of the United States was the Mississippi River 
jouth t o the thirty -first degre e of latitu de, Qn the 

no rthwes t the limits were from thp nnrthwp^fpmmngf- 

P9intQithjeJ[^ake. of the Woods '^thengga^n a dnf,»west 
course to the RiverMisjissiBBL!! f^nrVi ^ tvMitiHary 




was impossible, because a line due west f rorp the north- 
westernmost point of the I<ake of the Woods wo uld 
have struck far to the north of th^ source of the Mis- 
sissiggi, It is to be noticed that this l ine of the treaty 
would have given Great Britain ac cess to the Missis- 
sippi. 
h The rectification of th e geographical error in the 
description of the boundary line, together with the 

o question as to whether or Jiot Great Britai n had a ccess 
to the Mississippi^ is the genesis of the northwestern 
boundary question. Thf mr^tt^r ^^^"^^^^ «^^ havf; h^^ 
serious, attention. yntU the ,.King-Ha.wkfishury: .. JiegQr 
JjaJJQns of 1802/ Calling attention to the error of 
the line of 1783, Madison instructed King that this 
might be remedied by agreeing that the boundary 
should run from that source of the Mississippi nearest 
the Lake of the Woods, "striking it westwardly at a 
tangent and from the point touched along the water- 
mark of the lake to its most northwestern point, at 
which it will meet the line running through the 
, L^ke."* Depending ^ppn Mackenzie's ,repPtt Jthat the 

^,^ source of the Mississippi. ..nearest the Lake, of the 
'Woods was about twenty-nine miles to the westward 
of the Lake, King, agreed to a line drawn between 

^Am, State Papers, For, ReL, II., 584-91. 
'Madison to King, June 8, 1802; ibid., XL, 585. Madison 
refers to Mackenzie's map, then recently published. 
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these jwo points, and th\^ conventio p, cigrpeH Jl^Uy-r^^ 
1803, so declared the boundary. J[*he Louisiana 
treat y /npt^^Tiic H "King theu knew nothing,* upsef the~~f 
agreement that had been~r'='arfrcd' with Hawkesbury. j 
The Seriate""struck ouF the^ "fifth article relating to 
6oun3aries upon the recommqidation of John Quincy 
Adams, then "ctelnnilfr (5fme :committee to which the 
ti^ty" was referred. _The^Se]aal£.ij?:.^red.that,-^s 
King convention antedated the Louisiana treaty by ; 
twelve i3Sy%' iFmight be lielTToroperate as aTImiitation ( 
oT the^ claims of the United States to Louisiana.* 

Monroe, who had been sent from Paris to London 
after the ex^ution of the Louisiana treaty, was in- 
structed by Madison to secure Great Britain's ratifica- 
tion of the King treaty with the fifth article omitted. 
Madison believed that there would be no difficulty in 
prevailing upon the British Government thus to ac- 
cept the treaty, because, "first, it would be unreason- 
able that any advantage against the United States 
should be constructively authorized by the posteriority 
of the dates in question ; the instructions given to enter 
into the convention and the understanding of the par- 
ties at the time of signing it, having no reference what- 
ever to any territorial rights of the United States ac- 
quired by the previous convention with France, but 
referring merely to the territorial rights as under- 
stood at the date of the instructions for, and 
signature of, the British convention. . . . Sec- 
ondly, if the fifth article be expunged, the north boun- 
dary of Louisiana will, as is reasonable, remain the 
same in the hands of the United States as it was in 

• King to Madison, December 3, 1803 ; ibid., II., 591. 

* Adams to Madison, December 16, 1803; ibid,, II., 590. 
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the hands of France, and may be adjusted and estab- 
lished according to the principles and authorities which 
would in that case have l^en applicable. Thirdly, 
r there is reason to believe^ that the boundary between 
[Louisiana and the Britisji territories north of it was 
( actually fixed by commissioners appointed under the 
treaty of Utrecht, and jliat this boundary was to run 
from the Lake of the Woods westwardly in latitude 
forty-nine degrees; in which case the fifth article 
would be nugatory, as the line from the Lake of the 
Woods to the nearest source of the Mississippi would 
run through territory which on both sides of the line 
would belong to the United States. . . . Fourthly, 
laying aside, however, all the objections to the fifth 
article, the proper extension of a dividing line in that 
quarter will be equally open for friendly negotiations 
after, as, . . . considering the remoteness of the time 
at which such a line will become actually necessary, 
the postponement of it is of little or no consequence." ' 

TilhcSfiJofitoKtia^ in them 

is th e first suggestion of the lin^ of forty-nia? degrees 
as a boundary between the United States and the 
British possessions tqT3ie_w£St.,^ the. Lake .of the 
"WooHs." TSladison said that "there^was reason to be- 
lieve^' that commissioners under the treaty oT Utrecht 
Kad decided" tipoii that parallel as the divisfon l^etween 
French arid BritisH' territories. In support of this as- 
sertion, Madison enclosed a paper setting forth the 
reasons for believing that the Utrecht commissioners 
had decided upon the line of forty-nine degrees. What 
these arguments were cannot be known except indi- 
rectly, as the paper referred to is not extant. Madi- 

I 

* Madison to Monroe, February 14, 1804; ibid., III., 89. 
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son, however, confessed to Monroe that recourse must 
be had to the "proceedings of the commissioners, as 
the source of authentic information." At about the 
same time Madison urged Livingston at Paris to make 
a thorough search in support of the line of forty-nine 
degrees.' Madison then admitted that he had no official \ 
information upon which to rest the claim for the pro- ' 
posed boundary. While commissioners were ap- \ 
pointed under the treaty of Utrecht after 1719, there I \ 
is no evidence that they ever marked out a line/ The ^/ 
line o f forty-nine degrees, whicli Hivirlf^<^ Bri tish Nor th 
America trom the tjnited St ates across more tha^ hi^^^ 
the continent, rests upon a mistaken idea . Salmon, in \ 
his Modem Universal History, published in 1738, 
stated that the Utrecht commissioners had chosen as 
the dividing line between the Hudson Bay territories 
and Canada one drawn from the coast of Labrador in 
latitude fifty-eight degrees, thirty minutes, "southwest 
of Lake Mistissin and thence farther southwest to 
the latitude of forty-nine degrees." The Topographi- 
cal Description of Louisiana, by Hutchins, published 
in 1784, copied this assertion "verbatim witljiout addi- 
tion or remark." * 

•Madison to Livingston, January 31, 1804; ibid., II., 574. 

*At least beyond the Lake of the Woods. Cf. Bancroft to 
Fish, September i, 1873; MS., Archives. Quoted by J. C. 
B. Davis, Notes, etc., 1324, n. Cf. Von Hoist, History, 

III., 33. 

*Greenhow, Oregon, edition of 1847, p. 430. Apparently 
the first denial that the line of forty-nine degrees was deter- 
mined by the Utrecht commissioners was made by Greenhow 
in the Washington Globe of January 15, 1840: "Summary of 
facts respecting the Northwest coast of America." See 
his memoir of the Northwest Coast of America, 216. Upon 
the British side, Twiss, The Oregon Question Examined, 208- 
14, agrees with Greenhow's contention. 



ly 



* * ^^ 0-^ 






J 






/ 



196 DIPI^OMACY UND^R TYL^R AND POLK 

It Will be noticed that Salmon brought the line down 
to the forty-ninth parallel. Douglas's Summary of 
the British Settlements in North America, ^published 
in 1749 at Boston, stated that the line went not only 
to the forty-ninth parallel, but also extended indefi- 
nitely westward in that latitude. Bolton's map of 
America inserted in Postlethwayt's Dictionary of Com- 
merce marked the line of forty-nine degrees, and in a 
note a statement is made that this line had been settled 
"by commissaries, after the peace of Utrecht, making 
a course from Davis's Inlet, on the Atlantic Sea, down 
to the forty-ninth degree, through the Lake Abitibis, 
to the North-west ocean." Thus-jn unofficial maps, 
dating^from. the. middle of the eighteentbTcfintury, 
the forty-ninth paxaJtel was represented as the dividing 
e between British and French possessions through 
to the Pacific Ocean. There was no basis in fact for 
' suctL-aa-idfia^, Mitcheirs map, as used by the nego- 
\ tiators of 1782, which had been IHe' source of so much 
^ confusion, over the northeastern boundary, showed no 
sucjijiisdding. line upon the northwest. Upon it there 
is no reference to the forty-ninth parallel. This imag- 
inary line, therefore, was immediately after the pur- 
chase of Louisiana put forth by the United States as 
the ancient northern boundary of the newly acquired 
possession. It was an American and not a British 
suggestion.* 
"^^^^-r^-fP-^iRd th at it was ^ not so easy^ to pers uade 

•See excellent maps in Channing's Jeffersonian System, 
pp. 6 and 70. The substitution of a parallel of latitude for 
a natural watershed as the boundary of Louisiana accounts 
in some measure for the erroneous idea, subsequently main- 
tained, that Louisiana extended indefinitely west. 

'-I .^ '-'-'■ e** • * 

^.^ ^ ^^ ^ t. •- *- 
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G reat Britain to accept the King-Hawkesbur y^gon- 
vention without the fif th article. Ad dington had given 
-way to Ji^itt, and Lord Harrowby, who took Hawkes- x. 
bury's place, strongly reprobated the practice of rati- 
fying treaties in part "as one unauthorized and un- 
sanctioned by public law and usage." Monroe at- 
tempted, in accordance with Madison's instructions, 
to explain the Senate's action. Harrowby observed 
with some degree of severity that the United States 
was not disposed to ratify the fifth article when it was 
found that by it territory was ceded with which the 
United States did not wish to part. Monroe resented 
"the injustice of the insinuation" and offered to leave 
the ratification, but Harrowby refused to receive it. 
"The conduct of Lord Harrowby," Monroe reported 
to Madison, "through the whole of this conference 
was calculated to wound and to irritate," and he felt 
that the consideration of the matter was indefinitely 
postponed.** At a subsequent interview Monroe stated 
that it was not contemplated by either Great Britain 
or the United States that the latter should convey to 
the former any right to the territory lying westward 
of the line between the Lake of the Woods and the 
Mississippi, "since not a foot of it belonged to her; 
it was intended to leave it to Great Britain to settle 
the point as to such territory, or such portion of it 
as she might want, with Spain, or rather with France, 
to whom it then belonged." The stipulation of the fifth 
article had become by the Louisiana treaty nugatory, 
for, "as Great Britain holds no territory south of the 

"Monroe to Madison, June 3, 1804; Am. State Papers, 
For. ReL, III., 93. 
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forty-ninth parallel and the United States the whole 
of it, the line proposed by that article would run 
through a country which now belongs exclusively to 
the United States." " Thus^^JIoited. States . took 
\thQ^osjtioo^lJiatJhe^£arallel of forty-nine degrees was 
he dividing. line between Louisiana and the British 
ossessions, whereas the tru^^.houadary .oi.lyouisiana 

ihpon the north was the watershed enclosi ng th e ter- 
ritory drained by the Mississippi-Missouri rivers. 
Soon after this second interview with Lord Harrowby, 
Monroe went to Spain upon his special mission, re- 
turning to England in July, 1805.** Upon his return 
he waited for some months for Harrowby to resume 
the consideration of the northwestern boundary. Mon- 
roe was disappointed at the delay. In January, j8q6j 
Pitt di^d and Grenville and Fox fomiea"a~new minis- 
try. Monroe hoped that Fox would inaugurate a 
change in the policy of Great Britain toward the 
United States." For months Monroe was unable to 
draw Fox's attention to the question of boundary. 
Jefferson, holding that Jay's treaty had expired, then 
c^nf \yiiiiqm Pinloigy^t o act join tlj^. wijh Monroe in 
tb ^_ negotiation o f a new treaty." This joint commis- 
sion was not instructed to. di&cusa the boundary ques- 
tion^ but Monroe was separately authorized to "bring 
that business to a conclusion. If any repugnance 
should be'sBown To the "erasure of the fifth article as 
proposed by the Senate, and thereby leaving unsettled 

"Monroe to Madison, September 8, 1804; ibid.. III., 95. 
Monroe to Lord Harrowby, September 5, 1804; ibid.. III., 97. 
"Monroe to C. J. Fox, February 25, 1S06; ibid.. III., 114. 
"Monroe to Madison, January 28, 1806; ibid.. III., iii. 
>< *"Xpff^s^n's Writings, Ford's Ed., XIV., 178, n. 
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for the present the boundaries in the northwest quar- 
ter of the Union, and preference should be given to a 
proviso against any constructive effect of the Louisiana 
convention on the intention of the parties at the sig- 
nature of the depending convention, you may concur 
in the alteration with a view to bring the subject in 
that form before the ratifying authority of the United 
States." " 

The treaty which Monroe and Pink ney signe d with 
Vassal Holland a nd Auckla nd was not submitted to 
t^ Senate by Jefferson^ as it contained no aBahdbh- 
ment of Great Britain's claim to impress American 
citizens. Pinkney and Monroe continued their nego-' 
tiations until Grenville's ministry retired and Canning 
became secretary for foreign affairs. Monroe and 
Pinkney reported that Canning's professions were, on 
the whole, conciliatory." Negotiations we re soon re- 
newed for a comrentim upon^ the bpundary^^^ 
American commissioners pr oposed that J^the division » 
.line hetja^eaa.Q.ULresp£CtLY.£ territorifs [upon-thejiQrth- j 
west] ought to be drawn from the most northwestern 
JpoinLof the Lake of the Woods due north, or.south. 
until i t^shall intersegL lhe p a r a llel oiiof ty nine d e g rees, 
and from.the point of such intersection due .west along 
and with that parallel." This was agreed to by the | 
British commissioners, who, however, followed by pro- ' 
posing that "this line of forty^nine degrees should ex- 



u 



Madison to Monroe, May 15, 1806; Am. State Papers, 
For. ReL, III., 119. 
" Madison to Monroe and Pinkney, February 3, 1807 ; ibid., 

III., 153. 

"Monroe and Pinkney to Madison, April 22, 1807; ibid., 
III., 160. They had not then heard of Jefferson's attitude 
toward their treaty. 
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tend west as far as the territories ofthe United States 
extend in that quarter." " The purpose of the British 
suggestion was evident to Monroe and Pinkney. Both 
sides agreed that nothing in the article "should be con- 
strued to extend to the northwest coast of America, or 
i to the territories belonging to or claimed by either 
I party on the continent of America to the westward of 
the Stony Mountains."" To limit the line of .forty- 
ni"^jj^X] XS^ !^ so that it wn^iild go anlx.JL'^. f^^ ^ts the 
territpries of Jbf-I^"^^^^ .^atPQ "^^'gbt f.?r^^"/^' in JhaT 
quarte r^would. s o Monroe and Pinkney belieyedj_ leave 
it open for Great Britain afterwards to found a claim 
toa ny part of the count ry west of th e beg inning of 
that line. The American commissioners feared that 
sucE a claim might be made on the ground of occupa- 
tion or even by purchase from Spain, and their feelings 
were shared by Madison^ who wanted no such proviso. 
"It would have little other effect," he wrote, "than as 
an offensive intimation to Spain that our claims ex- 
tend to the Pacific Ocean. However reasonable such 
claims may be compared with those others, it is im- 
politic, especially at the present moment, to strengthen 
Spanish jealousies of the United States, which it is 
probably an object with Great Britain to excite by the 
clause in question."* Bfjiore — Madisoa's wariiing 
reached Monroe and Pinkney the question of a boun- 
dary was overshadowed by a more serious affair, that 
of ilTe'Tredfarcr^nd 'CKesapeake^ The matterjiLlhe. 
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Monroe and Pinkney to Madison, April 25, 1807; ibid., 
III., 162. "^Ihid., Ill, 165. 

* Madison to Monroe and Pinkney, July 30, 1807 ; ibid., III., 
185. 

^ Canning to Monroe, July 25, 1807 '* ibid,. III., 187. 
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northweste rn hnnnrlary was not discussed again jintil 

after the War..of l8l2. IhfiJQSgQtiation of Monroe 

and PinWney^ thnqg h fruitless, had som eJas t inp- effect. 
Great Britain and the United States were agreed that 
the line of forty-nine degrees was suitable, at least 
as._£ar.aS-.thfe..Rficky Mayntains, . Neither MadiK O Rj 
Monrpej nor. Pin Vnpy..wa&. certain^as^to, the extent of 

that the United- .Stafes>had..axiy rights to the yvest of 
lh£^.£i3clqL„Mountains as against Spain. Then, too, 
Madison was unwilling to discuss the question of boun- 
dary indefinitely westward along the line of forty- 
nine degrees for fear of offending Spain. Further- 
more, as the whole question of right to the western 
country was at that time deemed of little importance, 
Madison was perfectly willing to leave the matter in 
abeyance. 

At the first conference of the American and British 
peace commissioners at Ghent, held August 8, 1814, 
the latter proposed the revision of the boundary line 
without specifying what part of it should be altered. 
They disclaimed any intention of desiring to acquire 
additional territory, and represented the proposed re- 
vision as intended merely for the purpose of prevent- 
ing uncertainty and dispute.** At a later conference" 
a more specific proposal was made. The British com- 
missioners proposed that the boundary line west of 
Lake Superior and thence to the Mississippi be re- 
vised and the treaty right of Great Britain to the navi- 
gation of the Mississippi be continued. Surprised at 

"American Commissioners to Monroe, August 12, 1814; 
ibid.. Ill, 705. 
"August 19, 1814. 
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such a proposition, the American members asked if 
the Lake of the Woods were not meant instead of 
Lake Superior. "The British commissioners repeated 
that they meant the line from Lake Superior to that 
river." ** The American answer to this was that what- 
ever the object of Great Britain might be in thus pro- 
posing to take over a tract of territory larger than the 
whole island of Great Britain, the duty of the Ameri- 
can commissioners was plain : "they have no authority 
^ to cede any part of the United States, and to no stipu- 
lation to that effect will they subscribe."* To this 
it was replied that as the necessity for fixing some 
boundary for the northwestern frontier had been 
mutually acknowledged, a proposal for a discussion 
of that subject could not be considered as a demand 
for a cession of territory, "unless the United States 
were prepared to assert that there is no limit to their 
territories in thjit direction."/* The British commis- 
sioners then proposed the line from the Lake of the 
Woods to the Mississippi (as set forth in the King- 
Hawkesbury convention of 1803), but they admitted 
that they were willing to discuss any other boundary. 
In the refusal of Adams and his colleagues to permit 
a boundary line between the territory of the United 
States and the Indian nations, the British sought to 
show that the Americans were actuated only by mo- 

** Adams, et al, to Monroe, August 19, 1814; Am, State 
Papers, For. Rel, III., 709. 

"American to British Commissioners, August 24, 1814; 
ihid.. III., 712. 

"British to American Commissioners, September 4, 1814; 
ibid.. III., 714. 
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lives of aggrandizement "afforded by the purchase of 
Louisiana from France."" 

To dwell upon the successive steps of the long and 
difficult negotiation which resulted in the adoption of 
the status quo ante helium, with the exception of the 
islands in Passamaquoddy Bay, is manifestly im- 
possible intfieTimils~6rtHis chapter. As the boun dary 
lines were uncertain, it was a logical step to arrange 
foFlHF appointment ot commissioners TO tracethe dis- 
puted boundary line according to the terms of the 
treaty of 1783. In the consideration of the restitution 
by Great Britain of all the places taken by her of 
which the United States had possession prior to hos- 
tilities, Monroe reminded the Americans at Ghent that 
"the United States had in their possession at the com- 
mencement of the war, a post at the mouth of the 
River Columbia, which commanded the river, which 
ought to be comprised in the stipulation, should the 
possession have been wrested from us during the war. 
On no pretext can the British Government set up a 
claim to territory south of the northern boundary of 
the United States, It is not believed that they have 
any claim whatever to territory on the Pacific ocean. 
You will, however, be careful, should a definition of 
boundary be attempted, not to countenance in any' 
manner, or in any quarter, a pretension in the British 
Government to territory south of that line/"* Mon- 
roe thus proceeded upon the same theory according 
to which Madison had instructed him in 1804. Madi- 

" British to American Commissioners, September 19, 1814; 
ibid.. III., 718. 

"Monroe to American Commissioners, March 22, 1814; 
ibid.. III., 731. 
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son's assumption was that by the Louisiana treaty the 
United States acquired an indefinite westward stretch 
of territory bounded on the north by the line of forty- 
nine degrees. For the first time the line was suggested 
as extending as far west as the Pacific Coast. As has 
been seen, there was no foundation for such an as- 
sumption. The settlement at the mouth of the Colum- 
bia was not made because of the Louisiana cession. 
The foundat ions of a claim for the mouth of th e 
Columbia were {i) the sea-war d discovery of that 
river by Gray in 1792; (2) the results of Jhe L ewis 
and Clark expedition, and (3) the settlement s, made 
by Astor's fur-traders shortly before the War of 1812. 
The rights growing out of these various elements 
appear in the later phases of the discussion. At 
present it is noteworthy that Monroe did not base the 
right, of the United States to the restoration of As- 
toria, the settlement at the mouth of the Columbia, upon 
any of them. It was boldlv asserted t\\^\ Qt-paf T^rlt^in, 

if it had any.jdj^ijn^^g^jOie^lRSfic^^ had none 

south of forty-nine degrees. 

The question as to the sovereignty and possession 
of the mouth of the Columbia was only incidentally 
touched upon during the Ghent negotiation. Although 
the principle of status quo ante bellum had been ad- 
mitted, the British commissioners proposed to limit 
the restoration of the territory taken by either party 
during the war to those places that, belonging to 
one party, had been taken by the other. To this modi- 
fication of the principle the Americans strenuously 
objected. Restoration, according to them, should be 
predicated upon the fact of possession prior to the 
war and not upon the mere right. The adoption of 
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the British point of view would have entailed endless 
disputes upon every possession in question. During 
the discussion Bayard stated that the proposed altera- 
tion would give rise to a new dispute, even with the 
utmost fidelity and sincerity on both sides. "One 
party claims the delivery of territory taken from it, 
and which it sincerely and honestly believes to belong 
to it. The other refuses to deliver it, believing with 
equal sincerity and confidence that it belongs to itself. 
Suppose the case that the place belongs to neither of 
the parties. Suppose the case that it belongs to both. 
On either of these suppositions you have immediately 
a new dispute. The restoration of the state existing 
before the war is a plain and simple principle, a mat- 
ter of fact, about which no dispute can arise." " This 
exposition by Bayard, to which no reply was made, 
had, as he told Adams, particular reference to the 
settlement of Astoria, concerning which the American 
commissioners had been specifically instructed. 

The American commissioners made a proposal simi- 
lar to the one agreed to by Monroe, Pinkney, Auck- 
land and Holland in 1807:" that the line drawn due 
north and south from the Lake of the Woods to the 
line of forty-nine degrees, thence west along that 
parallel, should be "the dividing line between His 
Majesty's territories and those of the United States, 
as far as the said respective territories extend in that 
quarter." The British counter-project was that the 
line should extend only as far as the territories of the 
United States might extend. Both agreed that the 

"J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, III., 81. Cf. GreenhoWs Oregon, 
ed. of 1847, 306. 
"J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, III., 84. 
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article should not be construed to refer to any terri- 
tories to the west of the Rocky Mountains or upon 
the Pacific Ocean." The British also asked for access 
to the Mississippi. Upon this last proposition and the 
attempt to hedge in the claims of the United States 
to the west the mission disagreed." J^'inally jhff Amcri^^ 
. cans^offgifcd- to omi f alt6getheT T t ie ai title fcUlum t o 
thejno rth weste rn bouiidaiyT - g^P^ ^ tr^^<-y ^f p parp 
Uwas signed with theJiiifi..aLboundary from the Lake 
oi.the Woods to Jhe west undetermi ned. ' 

^he treaty provided for commissioners to run t he 
h'ne tn thr T.nlrr of thr Wond'i and to fiv thr mn'it 



- nort hwest pomt of that lake, but further than thi s 
nothing was st ipulated. The li ne of forty-nine degree s 

, as far west as^tKeTTocI^ Moun tains was accep table 
to both parties, and although the a rticle was near ly' 

i agreed ^vipQJrrffi ejttsrnssioriwf^" 9^^ llp^l? gj^^l^atf^"^! 

I J ncideD t ^^"'^ ^hfi treaty le ft the qu estion open. 

After the ratification of the treaty~(5f""Ghent, the 
question of Astoria presented itself as one distinct 
from the general question of the northwestern boun- 
dary. With the history of the settlement of the mouth 
of the Columbia and the American attempt to dispute 
the British monopoly of the fur-trade in the northwest 

"Article 8 of projet and counter-pro jet; Am, State Papers, 
For. Rel, III., 738. 

"J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, III., 72, 84. 

"/6»rf., III., 85. Gallatin stated that while it would be a 
convenience to have the boundary settled, yet the lands were 
of so little value and the period when they might be settled 
was so remote that the United States was perfectly willing 
that the boundary should remain without any further ar- 
rangement. 

"* Adams to Gallatin, May 22, 1818 ; Am. State Papers, For. 
Rel, IV., 371- J- Q. Adams, Memoirs, III, 94, 120. 



THE NORTHWESTERN BOUNDARY QUESTION 207 

it is impossible here to concern ourselves. It has been 
shown that Monroe instructed Adams and his fellow- 
negotiators to see that Astoria should be restored to 
the United States because Great Britain was believed - 
to have no claims upon the west coast of America, 
at least south of the line of forty-nine degrees. Mon- 
roe's assertion was remarkable for what was omitted: 
that Astoria had been an effective occupation, the 
proper sequence of the American discovery of the 
mouth of the Columbia by Gray in 1792. This argu- 
ment was not brought forward until, in later negotia- 
tions, the question of the sovereignty over the north- 
west coast had become inseparably connected with the 
general question of the northwestern boundary. 

The settlement at Astoria under the auspices of the .. 
Pacific Fur Company was begun in 181 1. Within a 
few months thereafter the agents of the British North- 
west Company reached the American settlement over- 
land by way of the northern branch of the Columbia. 
With varying fortunes the factory at Astoria was 
maintained by the Pacific Fur Company until after 
the outbreak of the war with Great Britain. In the 
fall of 1813, in anticipation of capture by a British 
squadron (information having reached Astoria that 
a naval force was on its way to take and destroy every- 
thing American on the northwest coast), the agents - 
of the Pacific Fur Company sold all of their establish- 
ments, furs, and stock on hand to the British North- 
west Company." Some ten weeks after the transfer 
had been made the British sloop of war Raccoon ap- 

" October 16, 1813. Greenhow, 442, gives the text of the 
agreement between the agents of the two companies. 
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peared at the mouth of the Columbia. To the disgust 
of the commander, who had visions of battering down 
the American fortifications' and perhaps of securing 
some booty, the place had already been put into the 
possession of the British company. The establishment 
of the Pacific Fur Company, which had been dreaded 
as a rival, no longer existed. Astoria was renamed 
Fort George, and the Raccoon left the Columbia. 

Thus was the settlemet l t ^f A^^tnna one of those jVlares 

directly affe cted, by that clause in the treaty of peace 
whir^ rf>qiiiVf>H ft^f; Yf^^fi^iifiipnn^ii]] placcs possessed 

by eithter^party before the outbreak jDfJhe warT Jt 
is manifest that the restoration of Astoria under the 
treaty, according to the view for which Bayard had 
so earnestly contended, was wKoHy inconclusTve^as 
- to rights of sovereignty over the mouth of the Colum- 
biar~''The-TpiestK)n 61 'possessionT)ef ore tKe war was 
one of fact, and this the United States was not slow 
to raise. ' 

The treaty of peace was • proclaimed February 18, 
181 5." During the negotiations at Ghent, Bentzon, a 
son-in-law of Astor, reported to Gallatin that steps 
would be taken, as soon as he learned of the terms of 
the peace agreement, to renew the settlement at the 
Columbia before the British could anticipate the move- 
ment." As all the commissioners were under a promise 
of secrecy, it is possible that Bentzon did not know 
what the treaty contained until it had been signed." 
Astor's activities were directed in urging Madison's 
administration to effect the restoration of Astoria 

■• Treaties and Conventions, 399. 
"J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, III., 90. 
"•Ibid., III., 127. 
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under the provisions of the treaty. In July, 1815, 
Monroe drew the attention of Baker, the British 
charge, to the fact that an expedition that had been 
sent by the British government "against a post of 
the United States, established on Columbia River, had 
succeeded in taking possession of it." Baker was then 
informed that, as the United States would be entitled 
to the possession of this post under the treaty, measures 
would be taken to reoccupy it without delay. "It is 
probable that your government may have given orders 
for its restitution; to prevent, however, any difficulty 
on the subject, I have to request that you will have 
the goodness to furnish me with a letter to the British 
commander there to that effect."" Baker in reply 
pleaded lack of instructions upon the subject.** No 
further action was taken during Madison's term of 
office. JiL ^eptember, iSi/^ riie sloop of war Ontario 

was dpg^afrhf^f^ ^^ ^^^ mniithnf fhp ynltimhia in ar"-~ 

cordance w i th the n o tice peremptorily given -Bg^er. 
Cagtain^ BiddIe,-co mm a nding "^iie-¥ 4»>fifidj and J1..B, Pre- 
vost were jointly commissioned to restore the Ameri- 
"can liagf over AstodLa.and, to, "assert the claim of the 
United State^iQ.jabi£.AQvereignty of the a(JjagentXQun- 
' Fry in a .friendly and peaceable manner aad^-^wiAoat 
the employment of force." No attempt was made to 
conceal the purpose of this mission, although no com- 
munication was made to Bagot, the British minister, 
concerning it.** Bagot, after a personal inquiry from 

■•Monroe to Baker, July i8, 1815; Am, State Papers, for, 
Rel, IV., 852. 

•* Baker to Monroe, July 23, 1823; ibid, 

** Adams said the omission was accidental. Adams to Rush, 
May 20, 1818; ibid., IV., 853. 
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Adams, formally asked for an explanation of the ac- 
tion of the United States in reference to the settle- 
ment upon the Columbia. He insisted that while 
Astoria had been captured during the war, the Ameri- 
cans had previously retired from it under an agree- 
ment with the Northwest Company, "who had pur- 
chased their effects, and who had ever since retained 
peaceable possession of the coast." ** In his interviews 
with Adams, Bagot suggested that Great Britain had 
claims upon the northwest coast that would conflict 
with the American occupation of the Columbia. He 
then definitely asked what the intentions of the Ujiited 
States were toward the northwest coast. Adams de- 
clined answering the inquiry or discussing the claims 
otherwise than in writing. The correspondence ended 
with a request for an explanation as to the purpose 
of the Ontario voyage. Castlereagh sought to obtain 
from Rush, who had just arrived as minister to the 
Court of St. James, the explanation that Bagot had 
failed to have from Adams. The British foreign sec- 
retary coupled for the first time the matter of the 
possession of the Columbia with the general question 
of the northwestern boundary. The second step of 
the negotiation was thus reached. Before this, all 
K discussion turned upon the question of the boundary 
between the British possessions and the United States 
to the west of the Lake of the Woods. Possession 
of the mouth of the Columbia was an isolated ques- 
tion, at first completely separated from, the general 
one of boundary. From now on until the Oregon 
compromise was effected the northwestern boundary 



42 



Bagot to Adams, November 26, 1817; ibid., 852. 
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question was merged into that of Oregon ; Oregon be- 
came the general term to designate the valley of the 
Columbia. 

Castlereagh, considering jointly the two subjects 
of the northwestern boundary and of the post at the 
Columbia River, proposed to Rush that the question 
of title to the territory upon the northwest coast, to- 
gether with the northeastern and northwestern boun- 
dary disputes, should be referred to commissioners for 
settlement, with a provision for arbitration in case the 
commissioners could not agree.** Rush naturally 
pleaded lack of instructions. As far as the line 
west of the Lake of the Woods was concerned, 
he doubted if any arrangement could be had, 
as the original boundary did not touch the Mississippi, 
and any modification of it to the south would bring 
the line through territory' acUnittedly within the limits 
of the United States. The Astoria matter Rush declined 
to discuss further than to declare that the right of the 
United States to restitution could not be impeached 
under the stipulations of. the Ghent treaty. "I men- 
tioned the cases of Nootka Sound and Falkland Islands. 
In these. Great Britain, under circumstances far less 
strong, had asserted the principle of which we claimed 
the benefit." ** 

The Nootka Sound treaty, which was afterwards 
to play an important part in the Oregon question, was 
introduced by the United States as an argument for 
the restitution of Astoria. In Octob er^Tyy>, f^f; ^*"p- 
resentatives Q£-Xk«eat~Britain-and„S2ain ..signed, the 

*• Rush's Residence, ed. of 1833, 73-76. 
^Ihid., 74. Rush to Adams, February 14, 1818; Am. State 
Papers, For, Rel, IV., 853. 
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convention of the Escurial, commonly called ^ e 
No otka Sound treaty. To attempt in this place an 
account of the controversy ended by the convention 
of the Escurial would be coUatelul to the general 
subject* In 1780 the Spanish seized two En glish 
■yie ssels at Nootka Sound and carried a part of the ir 
officers and crews as prisoners to Mexico. Plans for 
an E nglish establishment at Nootka were thus forcibly 
^. inter nipted. The action of the Spanish officials, 
viewed as an isolated event, would, perhaps, have had 
important results, but taken in connection with the 
strained relations then existing between Grekt Britain 
and Spain, and the general political condition of Eu- 
rope, the occurrence at far-off Nootka brought the two 
countries to the verge of war. 

THe Srst'^purpose 'of *^he Escurial convention was, 
as Rush suggested, to effect the restitution of-tfie 
British establishments at Nootka. Spain agreed to 
Restore tq„theJBritish,5UbJects "the buildings and tracts 
. of land situated. Qii ..the Northwest Coast of North 
America, or on islands adjacent to that continent of 
which the subjects of his Britannic Majesty were dis-. 
possessed in April, 1789."'^ Hutuaf restitution was 
agreed upon for any similar acts of either party 
toward the other subsequent to the occurrence at 
Nootka. So far the treaty is easily capable of inter- 
pretation. In later articles more general terms were 
employed, and upon the scope of these all claims 
founded upon the Nootka treaty really rested. It was 

* For a comprehensive account, see Manning's "The Nootka 
Sound Controyers/' in Report of the Am. Hist. Association, 
1904, pp. 279-478. 

*• Article 2 of Treaty of October 28, 1790. Manning, 454. 



THIS NORTHWESTERN BOUNDARY QUESTION 213 

agreed that the respective subjects of Spain and Great 
Britain should not be disturbed or molested either in 
navigating or in carrying on their fisheries in the 
Pacific Ocean or in the South Seas, or in landing on 
the coasts of those seas in places not already occupied, 
for the purpose of carrying on their commerce with 
the natives of the country or of making establishments 
thereJ" This general provision, which was manifestly 
a concession from Spain to Great Britain, was speci- 
fically restricted by the stipulation that British sub- 
jects should not carry on navigation or fishing within 
ten leagues of "any part of the coast already occupied 
by Spain." The concession was not to be made a cloak 
for illicit trade with the Spanish colonies in America, 
either in North or South America. The fifth article 
of the treaty refers to the northwest coast only: "It 
is agreed that as well in the places which are to be 
restored to British subjects by virtue of the first article 
as in all other parts of the Northwest Coast of North 
America or of the isles adjacent, situated to the north 
of the , parts of the said coast already occupied by 
Spain, wherever the subjects of either of the two 
powers shall have made settlements since the month 
of April, 1789, or shall hereafter make any, the sub- 
jects of the other shall have free access and shall 
carry on their commerce without disturbance or mo- 
lestation." * 

What did Great Britain gain by this convention? 
Did she acquire from Spain sovereign rights or any 
title to any part of the Pacific Coast? Or did Great 

*^"Pour y former des 6tablissements." French text in 
Martens, Recueil, IV., 495. 
«/Wrf., 455. Cf. Von Hoist, III, 42. 
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Britain succeed in limiting the commercial system of 
Spain to those parts of America that were Spanish 
colonies in fact as well as in name? In other words, 
^was the Nootka Sound convention an agreement re- 
specting territorial title . or colonial commerce ? "Jt-^ 
was the fi rst express reni^nr^^^-^'^" ^^ Ppoi'n><^ finfiVnt 
claim to exclusive sovereig -nt y over the American 
shores _of the Pacific Ocean and the ^nuth Sfa?i._ It 
mar ks the beginn in g- of the rnllapse ni the Sp anish 
colonial system." ** It was an admission that the 
Spanish system of monopolizing colonial trade was 
to be limited to those countries that were in fact 
colonies; that in a large part of the territories over 
which Spain claimed sovereignty it was impossible 
to extend the Spanish colonial system and to inhibit 
trade that was in theory illicit. It is impossible to 
read into the Nootka treaty the broad doctrine that 
for the northwest coast of America there must be an 
effective occupation in order to give gdod title.** No 
amount of effective possession by Great Britain south 
of the actual Spanish settlements of 1790 could have . 
produced under the treaty a good title as against 
Spain. Viewing the treaty as a whole (and of course 
in no other way can it be interpreted), the conclusion 
is irresistible that by it the theory of the Spanish 
colonial system was modified to meet actual conditions 
upon the Pacific coast of America. Spain agreed, 
provided Great Britain did not attempt any exclusive 
methods in the same territories, not to consider as 
illicit the trade along those coasts to which she had long 

*• Manning, 462. ^ 

"Such a principle as e. g., the Berlin act of 1885, adopted 
for the conventional basin of the Congo. 
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claimed title, but over which her colonial administra- 
tion had not actually extended. 

The treaty was criticised in Spain for having "con- 
ceded to England what had always been resisted and 
refused to all powers since the discovery of the 
Indies." *^ "Our right, before the convention," said 
Fox in opposition, "whether admitted or denied by 
Spain was of no consequence, — was to settle in any 
part of South or Northwest America, not fortified 
against us by previous occupancy; and we were now 
restricted to settle in certain places only, and under 
certain conditions. Our rights of fishing extended to 
the whole ocean; and now it was limited, and not to 
be exercised within certain distances of the Spanish 
settlements. Our right of making settlements was not, 
as now, a right to build huts, but to plant colonies, if 
we thought proper."" 

The sequel to the Nootka treaty is very significant. 
|n Ja^"^^y, ^791. ^ ^^^nv^ ntion was sig-neH at Madrid 

which prnvj^^fH ic\r <-Vi^ ahanHnnrrf pnt of Nootka nOt 

only ^y;.5r^H h"^ ^y <^^^at f}ptain ^g ^p^\ Acknowl- 
ed^in^ that hv the treaty of t/qo the su bjects of bo th 
powers had eq ua^ rights of frequenting th e port o f 
Nootka, it was now agreed that neither of the said 

^"* ■••»**«- II I III III > Mill rT -^ n 111 M iiwii ■ !■ I I ■ !■■! rii M-^n - i #^i^^ ^*'^'^^" 

parties shall fpjrm,^a^y.pft.auattfi»L.£SJtabli^^ 
§aid port or claim any right of^overeigutjLXJrJierri- 
tgrial. dorninion there to the.£xdiisiaa.jai.lha.Qthe.r, 
And their respective Majesties will mutually aid each 
other to maintain for their subjects free access to the 

"Iriarte to Floridablanca, October 27,- 1790; quoted by 
Manning, 457. 

" Quoted' by Greenhov/, Oregon, 213 ; and by Von Hoist, 
III., 42. 
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port of Nootka against any other nation which may 
attempt to establish there any sovereignty or do- 



mmion. 



jt n 



ce pt as an argument for the resti tution^lAstoria 
i?PA?£ .-^l^§. tre aty of Ghent as raised by Rush, th e 
Nootka Sound^questio n was not regarded as germane 
to the sub ject of the respective territorial claims of 
Great Britain and the United States in 1818. Upon 
Rush's report of his conversation with Castlereagh, 
Adams wrote, May 20, 1818, that "as it was not an- 
ticipated that any disposition existed in the British 
Gk)vernment to start questions of title with us on the 
borders of the South Sea," the United States had 
nothing to conceal about the purposes of the voyage 
of the Ontario. Adams instructed Rush to suggest 
to Castlereagh, "though not unless in a manner to 
avoid everything offensive in the suggestion, that, from 
the nature of things, if in the course of future events 
it should ever become an object of serious importance 
to the United States, it can scarcely be supposed that 
Great Britain would find it useful or advisable to re- 
sist their claim to possession by systematic opposition. 
If the United States leave her in undisturbed enjoy- 
ment of all her holds upon Europe, Asia, and Africa, 
with all her actual possessions in this hemisphere, we 
may very fairly expect that she will not think it con- 
sistent either with a wise or friendly policy to watch 
with eyes of jealousy and alarm every possibility of 

" /. e., Russia. Cf, Monroe to Madison, September 8, 1804 ; 
Am, State Papers, For, Rel, III., 95. Text of the Madrid 
convention in Manning, 469. It was first published by Calvo 
in 1862, and hence probably nothing was known of it by 
American diplomats during the Oregon controversy. 
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extension to our natural dominion in North America, 
which she can have no solid interest to prevent, 
until all possibility of her preventing it shall have 
vanished." " 

This was bold language. There was something of 
an absurdity in the idea that the United States would 
leave undisturbed the British possessions in Europe, 
Asia and Africa. As to her rights in America, a more 
practical view was taken : the United States desired ( 
Great Britain not only to keep within her acknowl- , 
edged limits, but to interpose no objection to the ter--f^ 
ritorial expansion of the United States as a matter in 
which she had no concern or interest. It is doubtful 
if Rush found an opportunity to communicate Adams's 
surprising suggestion to Castlereagh "without avoid- 
ing everything offensive," for Rush, soon after the 
receipt of Adams's letter, had an interview with Cas- 
tlereagh in which he went over the whole range of 
unsettled matters between the United States and Great 
Britain. The conversation was amicable, and Rush 
offered to reopen the negotiation of the northwestern . 
boundary, joining with it the question of the title to , 
the Columbia." If Great Britain would consider these i 
two subjects, together with that of the slaves carried off ' 
in contravention of the treaty of Ghent and that of the ; 
fisheries, in addition to the general question of com- 1 
merce, the United States would appoint a plenipoten- 
tiary to act with Rush. Castlereagh promptly ac- 
cepted Rush's invitation, and Gallatin, the minister to 

"Adams to Rush, May 20, 1818; Am. State Papers, For, 
Rel, IV., 854. 

"Rush's Residence, 26^y^, Rush to Adams, July 25, 1818; 
Am. State Papers, For. Rel, IV., 374, 854. 
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France, who had been appointed special minister at 
the Court of St. James some months before," arrived 
at London in August," and the negotiation was imme- 

; diately begun." During the negotiation Castlereagh 
left England to attend the Congress at Aix-la-Chapelle. 
The British case was entrusted to Robinson, president 
of the Board of Trade, and Goulburn, an under-sec- 
retary of state. The details of the negotiation as to 

) commerce, fisheries and slaves are outside the scope 
of the present inquiry. Adams had proposed under 
separate heads the discussion of the northwestern 
boundary and the title to the Columbia. Rush noticed 
that the two subjects could not be kept apart." S^he^. 

-subject— of— the nortfawpst hnnndary linp^ whjfj^ as 

Adams wrote Gallatin was all but agreed upon at 

J^JTfnt biit]^^ent off upo n a collateral incident^** was 

Opened xust as.it had been in the earlier negotiations 

in 1.806. and. J 814. Adams instructed the American 

plenipotentiaries that the earlier British proposals 

\ could not be agreed to; this was to take the line of 

I forty-nine degrees _-wegt ward. irom . the T,akf of the 

Woods, as far as the territories of the United States 

extended in that direction, with a caveat against its 

extension beyond the Rocky Mountains. Adams made 

,twQ objectiDiiatQ'thTs:,. Q.1 that it was not certam that^^ 

any part of the Lake of, the Woods.,. was. iajatifilde 

iorty-ninQ;iind (^X that Great Britai»'"alway«~aflEe£ted^ 

"Adams to Gallatin, May 22, 1818; Am. State Papers, For. 

Rei, IV., 371. 
" August 16. Rush's Residence, 306. 
"August 23, at Lord Castlereagh's country seat; ibtiL 
""Ibid., 339. X^ 

** Adams to Gallatin, May 22, 1818; Am. State Papers, Fo^. 

ReL, IV., 372. 




THE NORTHWESTERN BOUNDARY QUESTION 219 

the indefinite limit of extension *as far as the 



territ ories_£Xtend' to the territories of the United 
States, and not to those of Great Britain, leaving a ; 
nes t-egg foFIufuTe~pfe fHisio^ on thei r part so .utb_.Qf- ' 
jatitude^ fortj;:nine." Gallatin and Rush were in- 
structed to hold to the line of forty-nine degrees as 
far as the territories of both parties extended, with a 
proviso against extension beyond the Rockies. Such ^ 
an instruction separated the northwestern boundary 
from the consideration of the title to the Columbia. 
Upon these questions Adams declined an arbitration, 
especially one by Russia, which had "pretensions" upon 
the northwest coast. "The delineation of an unsettled 
boundary across the western deserts of this continent, 
the title to establishments upon the Pacific ocean, 
. . . where, save pretensions, there is no object 
to any party worth contending for, — to create burden- 
some commissions and make solemn references to a 
foreign sovereign for these, appears scarcely to be 
necessary, if altogether justifiable." " 

Xbroughout the cours e of the negotiation-^Rotrinson 
-and-Goulhurn refused. to...disc.iLss_Ihg_JiQUndary- -line j 
_unless some arrangement were made as to the te rri- ' 
Jories wes t^of the Rocky Mountains.,^ Rush and Gal- 
<hiin thereupon proposed that, the. liofiuJoi^ioxty-nine ; 
be extended to the Pacific. "We did not assert that 
the United States had a perfecl; right tp'the~c6n^ 
but that their claim was at least good as against Great 
£ritain.J^ "Felieving that tfie Tine of forty-nine had 
been fixed under the treaty of Utrecht, there was no 
reason why it should not be extended to the Pacific. 

•'Adams to Gallatin and Rush, July 28, 1818; ibid.j IV., 377. 
" Ibid., IV., 378. 
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So far as discovery gave anv claim, Rush a nd Gallatin 
maintained th at Gra y's finding of the m outh of the 

C olumbia, ^ lojycTby t^^ ^^'^^^^^^^^'^'^g ^^^r^H. ^^^ 
CTark, gave a claim to the Unite d Stat es that was in- 
disputa.ble. Robinson and Goulburn answered that the 
discoveries of' Cook loreSalKillany T ngH 
u nder Gray's voyage, and that no boundary would b e 
agreedjo which did not at least leave the mouth of the 
Columbia'in coSKoinaa^^ To this 

••'•■ 11 III 111^ ««^ 

the American representatives said that rather than 
concede any such right they would prefer to leave 
open the whole question of possession and sovereignty 
west of the Rocky Mountains. 

r Immediate settlement was urged by Robinson and 
Goulburn, and they proposed a boundary westward of 
the Rockies as follows: "In order to prevent any dis- 
putes as to the territorial rights of either of the con- 
tracting parties on the northwest coast of America, 
or anywhere to the westward of the Stony mountains, 
it is agreed that so much of the said country as lies 
^ between the^ forty-fifth and jorty-ninth parallels of lati- 
tude, together with its harbors, bays, and creeks, and 
the navigation of all rivers within the same, shall be 
free and open to the subjects and citizens of the two 
states, respectively, for the purpose of trade and com- 
merce ; it being well understood that, although by vir- 
tue of this arrangement, the two high contracting 
parties agree not to exercise as against each other any 
sovereign or territorial authority within the above 
mentioned country lying between the forty-fifth and 
forty-ninth parallels of latitude, this agreement is not 
to be construed to the prejudice of any claim to which 
either of the two high contracting parties may have 
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to any territorial authority in any part of the country 
lying within the said limits; nor shall it be taken to /.^ 

affect the claim of any other Power or State to any ^ 
part of the said country; the only object of the two 
high contracting parties being to prevent disputes and 
differences between themselves."" i 

• In this British proposition is the principle of joint \ 

oc cupan cy and jyssess ion. T here was Jn _ it no recog- ' 

nition o f the sovereignty nf (-\\\\^\ Great "Rritain or the 

United States over the territory..— No attempt was made 
to prejudee t he clai ms of Spain. Manifestly it was a 
proposal to w hich the United St ates could" not agree. 
N^thinglvHatever was said about thT^tem^toryTiorth 

States had laid no claim. The British representatives 
"sought to gain joint possession of all the territory 
westward of the Rocky Mountains over which the 
United States asserted sovereignty. Qallat in and Rush 
rejectedJtbe proposed article^, decla ring that th eyi would 
sign no boundary agreement tp teryitp ^-y either west or 
east of the Rocky Mountains rajher than acquiesce 
jn^such an arrangement. "We did not, know with pre- 
cision what value our Government set on the country 
to the westward of those mountains, but we were not 
authorized to enter into any agreement which would 
be tantamount to an abandonment of the claim to it." ** 
The American representatives, however, did not drop 
the boundary question. They would not throw into a 
common stock that part only of the country to which 

•* Article B, annexed to Protocol of 5th Conference, October 
6, 1818; ibid., IV., 391. 

•*Rush and Gallatin to Adams, October 20, 1818; ihid., IV., 
381. 
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the United States denied the claim of Great Britain, 
which lay south of forty-nine degrees. They were 
not authorized to agree to any expressions implying 
a renunciation of territorial sovereignty, although they 
did not insist on an extension of the line of forty-nine 
west of the mountains." The line of the forty-ninth 
degree as fa r as the Ro ^ig^jBras acceptable Ja-Jaoth 
^ parties! Provided no jimi^g ^^'•^ plar^ upon t^^ ter- 
ritory to the west of the mountains, Gallatin anjd Rush 
were w.iJlingJto.a£££Pt the pr inciple of joi nt occupation 
for^a limited term of years as a modus vive ndi, and ^to 
this, though with a show of r eluctance, Gou lbum and 
RobigSD n3 gfeerl." " 

X / / Thl j.q the J Hp o nf jninf nrrnpatJ^n pr^pO S f f1 blGt-^'nt 

' B ritain, in terms unlimited as tojbime but limit e^j to^ 
;' the territory south of fo rty-nine degrees, was n^o^ifie d 
by the_representatives_of_the Unke^d St^jtea-by-aJimita- 
v^ion of time to ten years and the remov al of all te rri- 
¥/toriai limitations. The British position was intended, 
' of courseT^o Wcure the fur-trade of the West. Joint 

sort of commerce that the western country then af- 
^ forded. The idea that the vast territories beyond the 
Rockies and along the Pacific Coast were susceptible 
of settlement had not yet arisen. The acceptance by 
the United States of the programme of joint occupa- 
tion had- in no sense the character of permanence. As 
yet the idea of territorial expansion in its proper sense 
found no place in the discussion of the Oregon ques- 
tion. Joint occupation jacaa^greed to as a practicable 

"Protocol 5, ihid,, IV., 392. 

"Protocol 6, October 9, 1818; iUd., IV., 393. Gallatin and 
Rush to Adams, October 20, 1818; ibid., IV., 381. 
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windus i/j,pf>ndi iinHpr ^hich_tenitor ial cl aigis_migbt 
be cons!M;yed u ntil conditions w e re ready a tiH p^ibjir. 
sentiment was ripe, for ^ <inlid anH flf^fin ite assertion o f 
Jthosejclaims^ It was believed that the question had 
no immediate importance. Though basing territorial 
claims upon discovery and settlement, the United 
States admitted that it had no perfect right to the 
valley of the Columbia and the northwest coast. Upon 
the receipt of the convention for joint occupation, 
Monroe accepted the work of Gallatin and Rush, and 
the Senate ratified it with but little debate.*' By it 
the restoration of Astoria was confirmed, the British , 
surrendered all claim to access tg the Mississippi, the 
northwestern boundary was settled as far as the Rocky 
Mountains, and the territory to the west was left under 
joint occupation for ten years; the only object of the 
whole being "to prevent disputes and differences 
amongst themselves." That the object failed to serve 
its purpose will be seen in the next chapter upon the 
development of the Oregon dispute during the period 
of joint occupation. 

•^Convention signed October 20, 1818, sent to Senate De- 
cember 29, 1818, and ratified January 30, 1819; Treaties and 
Conventions of U. S. and Foreign Powers, 415. 
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CHAPTER IX 

Thk Joint Occupation of Oregon 

1818-1846 

JCh£_period of joint occupatJQp (1818-1846) rannot 

with alLdie detail that the proper treatment of .Jthe 
subject merits. T^he events of these three decades can 
be discussed but briefly and then only as they bear 
upon the question of the development of the problem 
that so many American diplomatists tried to solve. 
Adams, Clay, Rush, Gallatin, and Calhoun, each of 
these devoted much attention to it. The attempted 
settlement of 1823-24 resulted only in a restatement 
of the conflicting claims of Great Britain and the 
United States. When the first joint-occupation agree- 
ment expired by limitation in 1828, the parties to it 
were so far apart that no solution was possible. Joint 
occupation was continued indefinitely. In the nego- 
tiations of 1823-24 and of 1827-28 many new elements 
entered into the discussion, complicating the general 
problem. 

ffu<fh's negotiation ^f t8?3-?4 was r^aJ^y a collateral 
incident in the more general matter of the Monroe 
Doctrine. The discussion began upon the publication 
of th ^ Cz ar's ukase of September 4-16, 1821, by; which 
Russian .snhjfrJts _w£re granted exduaive rights along 
th e weste rn_coast of North America north of the 
fifty-first degree of latitude. In the discussion * that 
followed Adams's protest against the Czar's preten- 
sions, Poletica, the Russian minister at Washington, 
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stated that the line claimed as the southern limit of 
Russia's pretension was^half way between the northern- 
most settlement of the United States, that at the mouth 
of the Columbia in latitude forty-six degrees, and the 
Russian post of New Archangel in latitude fifty-seven 
degrees/ Adams forebore entering into an argument 
with Poletica further than to state that Russia's claim 
to the^ fi fty-firs t degree, as a line equidistant from the 
Columbia and New Archangel, was greater than that 
made in 1799, when the line of fifty-five degrees was 
defined as the southern limit of the grant to the 
Russian-American Company.* 

The ratifications of the Florida treaty of 1819 were 
exchanged February 22, 1821. By it Spain ceded all 
of her American territory north of forty-two degrees. 
Before the treaty was signed Adams had stated to 
•Rush that he did not anticipate that Great Britain 
would start questions of title with the United States 
on the borders of the Pacific* The rjoi|D ni fViA TTnifaJ 
S tates west of ^H^ po<^V y Mr"*^^^**^^ n*"^ *'^^^h ^^ 
f orty-two degrees was.lhf.n hasr^d upon f1i,sm.vf.ry«>.Qn 
<^^JPyjffr.,^e,by Or^y and his succ essors, and over- 
landj2]M[.ej<yi?^ f^pH Clark, and "CC^^JJIL-!"^'^^"^^^ ^^^ 
tent of the Louisi ana P urchase, as well as upon the 

e stablishme nts m^de^along^he^^Oasl^^ 
traders^ As the^successQl .of Spain upon the Pacific 
_Goast north of forty-two degrees, the United States 

* Poletica to Adams, February 28, 1822 ; Am. State Papers, 
For. Rel, IV., 861-63. See Hildt, Barly Diplomatic Negotia- 
tions of the United States with Russia. Johns Hopkins 
Univ. Studies, XXIV., 160, sqq. 

'Adams to Poletica, March 30, 1822; Am. State Papers, 
For. Rel, IV, 863. 

•Adams to Rush, May 20, 1818; ibid., IV, 853. 
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JTgCTn ^^^ nffc^tiatinns hy which Adams hoped a de- 

Ijpiitatinn ni tVip tprritnrial riaims of "Riisfij^ ^nd Ctresit 

grita in m ight- ]^ pfFprfi^H. The questions raised by 
Poletica Adams sent to Middleton at St. Petersburg 
for further discussion. ^-^^ instni^tJons J^n MirlrlWnn, 
dated July 22, 182^, and those to RusJLatifiCU^^ bear- 
; ing thfe same- datfM* arai>f.the utmost importance, not 

onl y on a ccount of the statement of the_claims _Qf the 

TJ"HH Statf<^ as f^gainst F"?ffia an^ rtr^af Rrifai'n^ 

hritj^gr£iisp^th^y cnnfsiAT} {lie fntrnfll statemetit aJL_t0 

the territorial pre ie nsions of Euro pean powers in 
North America Jthat., reappears in Monroe's famous 
message of December 2^ 1823. 

f his is no place for a discussion of that much- 
discussed and much-abused term, "The Monroe Doc- 
trine," the meaning of which varies with each succes- 
sive clash between the United States and any European 
power concerning American affairs. Writing to Mid-- 
dleton, Adams said that the United States had ac- 
\ quired all the rights ol Spam MTth O t t6rty-two 
' I d egrees : that by the treat y of 181 8 with Great B ritain 
^ any country claimed by either party was open to the 
citizens and , .subjects o.i_ jibe., two powers without 
prejudice to the claims of eitb^)i:jparty or of any other 
state.,,. As Russia had claims upon the Pacific Coast, 
Adams authorized Middleton to propose an article of 
the same import for a term of ten years from the 
^ signature of a joint convention between the United 
States, Great Britain, and Russia. "The right of the 
United States from the forty-second tcrt!re"forty-ninth 
paraHel--of latitude ^n the Pacific Ocean, "we consider 

*Ibid., v., 436-48; J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, VI., 163, 
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as imqii^gHnnahlp/^^H tf^f firmpgt t)?^<gi<^ pf that rigrhf 

cAdams Stated to be^the ce ssion from Spa in under the 
Florida treaty. "This territory is to the United StateT"^ 

^fi an Importance which no possession in North 
America can be of to any European nation, not only 
as it is but the continuity of their possessions from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific Ocean, but as it offers their 
inhabitants the means of establishing hereafter com- 
munications from the one to the other." Adams be- 
lieved that Russia could have but one reason for de- 
siring possessions in America, and that was for the 

purpose of trading with the nativ^o^ ''Py rkff#^ring ^rf><> 

a nd equal acce ss_f or j term of years to navigation and 
intercourse y^ith th^n2^ives.tDRn^^ia,^jmthin the limits 
to which our claims are indisputable, we concede much 
fiiore than we obtain.^ A'danis^ observafiofis lis to 
'Russia^ claim were given in an enclosure to the letter 
just quoted. In the course of it yAdams made use of 
the following memorable words : "There can, perhaps, 
be no better time for saying, frankly and explicitly, to 
the Russian Government, that the future peace of the 
world, and the interest of Russia herself, cannot be 
promoted by Russian settlements upon any part of the 
American Continent. With the exception of the Brit- 
ish establishments north of the United States,* the re- 
mainder of both the American continents must 
henceforth be left to the management of American 
hands. It cannot possibly be the purpose of Russia 
to form extensive colonial establishments in America. 
The new American Republics will be as impatient of 
a Russian neighbor as the United States; and the 

**'. e., east of the Rocky Mountains. 
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claim of Russia to territorial possession, extending to 
the fifty-first degree of north latitude, is equally in- 
compatible with the British pretensions." Therefore, 
"the United States can in nowise admit the right of 
Russia to exclusive territorial possession on any part 
of the continent of North America south of the sixtieth 
degree of north latitude." 
f The instructions to Rush, bearing the same date, 
'; repeated the arguments given to Middleton. "It is 
• not imaginable that, in the present condition of the 
world, any European nation should entertain the pro- 
ject of settling a colony on the Northwest Coast of 
America. That the United Sta tes should form estab " 
lishment s the re, with views of absolute territorial right 
and mland communication, is not omy to be expected, 
but IS pointed out by the finger of nature, and has been 
for many years a subject of serious deliberation in 
Congress." As Great Britain had also protested 
against the ukase of 1821, Adams believed that the 
proper time had arrived for Great Britain and the 
United States to come to a "mutual understanding 
with* respect to their respective pretensions, as well as 
upon their joint views with those of Russia." 

With these instructions of Adams to Middleton 
and Rush were begun the prolonged negotiations 
as to Orejron that Polk-^^fip ali y settle d ii n nn a 
co.mprQxaisfi..,^ba5i6. They are the starting point 
of the various lines of argument that succeed- 
ing secretaries of state made use of. In Adams's 

posjt ion were elements both of strength and 

i ' weakness. He proposed a_ tripartite agreement by 

; which ^ Russia^. Great Britain, and the United States 
. were to be secured each, in its own possessions. He 
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emphasized^the - right s t h ai^ the United Stat es had 
jcgtnrfid from Spain. tTp Krnnghf inry^^rt^ the Nootka 
Sound co nvention insu pport of the claims of^ the 
United States under the Florida treaty, as a fair and 
subslstmg agreement. His introduction of the doc- 
trine that the Ainerican continent was no lon^r to 
lielfie^fiejhdjtp^ 
" ro ck upon wh ich, was shattered any Jto^c of^agreement 
"with^Grea^ J^iiL^ii^ in a trip.artite.jagree- 

ment with Rq.s.sia>, ^,The Nootka Sound convention was 
suscepti ble of two "^terpretatior g ; fit^*^^ ^^ A«rag^n 
jreement between Great Britain and SpaiiiT 
which had expired at the outbreak of the war ktiu/f^i^ /A 
in 1796 and was not afterwards renewed, or 
it embodied such general principles relating to 
commerce, navigation, and territorial possessions 
on the Pacific as not only to give it perma- 
nency, biit to bind the United States as the successor 
of Spain. If the latter were the correct interpreta- 
tion. Great Britain would be in a position to combat 
the daims of the United States to the exclusive 
ownership of any territory west of the Rockies and 
north of forty-two degrees. By Adarns's inter j^ction 
^i_the Nootka Sound jCQiiyeiitiQiLjjit(;L_the guestion of 
jhe north west coa^st Jnjuggort of the American claim, 
the United States was estopped fromTasserting that 
it was an agreement concerning a condition of affairs 
no longer existing.* 

*Cf, Greenhow, History of Oregon and California, 340: 
"The introduction. . . .of the Nootka convention. . . . 
appears to have been wholly unnecessary, and was certainly 
impolitic. No allusion had been made to that arrangement 
in any of the previous disciissions with regard to the north- 
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Adamsjidd-lliat-aie--^^^^ the 

J footka S <^^^Tld ^nnvpnfinn wprp; (y) \\\^\ tbejj ghts of 

fishing and of trade with the natives o n t he northwe st 
coast and '*of mak ing settlements on the coast itself 

I . I 11 mr - III ' , mm^.„„,„,„ . i,..i I. II ■ ■ 1 

Tor the purposes of that trade, north of the oc/waLset- 
tlemenls^T"*Spaihr were" c6mmon"Io"l[irSie European 
nations, and of courselto the United^ S^tateSj.„.5iulJl2 ) 
that"Spam's exclusive territorial rights, as th ey existed . 

m 1 7Qo7 extended ten miles from the coasts so actua lly 

^-~~^ ^ -.. — * — •--- — '•" .- . - «.,-,. .. ,«,,.^, ^ ,-. —,«„ ,,_^--— ■ — ■ ' 

occupiSL . . . The exclusive rights of Spain to 
any part of the American continent have ceased. That 
portion of the convention, therefore, which recognizes 
the exclusive colonial rights of Spain on these conti- 
nents, . . . has been extinguished by the fact of 

west coasts, and it was doubtless considered extinct ; but when 
it was thus brought forward by the American government 
in connection with the declaration against European coloniza- 
tion, as a settlement of general principles with regard to those 
coasts, an argument was afforded in favor of the subsistence 
of the convention, of which the British government did not 
fail to take advantage." Cf., also, Twiss, The Oregon Ques- 
tion Examined, 289. "In the course of the conference, the 
American plenipotentiary stated that he was instructed to 
insist on the principle that no part of the American continent 
was henceforward to be open to colonization from Europe. 
To explain the principle, he stated that the independence of 
the late Spanish provinces precluded any new settlement 
within the limits of their respective jurisdictions; that the 
United States claimed the exclusive sovereignty of all the 
territory within the parallels of latitude which include as 
well the mouth of the Columbia as the heads of that river, 
and of all its tributary streams [*. e., to fifty-one degrees] ; 
and that with respect to the whole of the remainder of that 
continent not actually occupied, the powers of Europe were 
debarred from making new settlements by the claim of the 
United States as derived under their title from Spain. 

"The British plenipotentiaries asserted, in utter denial of 
the above principle, that they considered the unoccupied parts 



JOINT OCCUPATION 01? OREGON 23 1 

the independence of the South American nation [sic] 
and of Mexico. Those independent nations will pos- 
sess the rights incident to that condition, and their 
territories will, of course, be subject to no exclusive 
right of navigation in their vicinity, or of access to 
them by any foreign nation." From these statements 
Adams drew the pri nciple of' lFp ii-tuluni/.ali o u : "A - 
necessary consequence of this state of things will bfi^ 
th at' tB e~ American cont inents^ jienceforth, w| 
longer be suhjes^t^j^f colonization. Occupied by civil- 
ized independent nations, they will be accessible to 
Europeans and to each other on that footing alone, and 
the Pacific Ocean in every part of it will remain open 
to the navigation of all nations, in like manner with 
the Atlantic." Without entering on a discussion as to 

of America just as much open as hitherto to colonization by 
Great Britain, as well as by other European powers, agreeably 
to the convention of 1790 between the British and Spanish 
Governments, and that the United States would have no right 
whatever to take umbrage at the establishment of new colonies 
from Europe in any such parts of the American continent" 
Protocol of June 29, 1824; Am. State Papers, For. Rel, 

v., 563. 

Thus the United States derived the principle of non- 
colonization from the territorial rights of Spain, to one part 
of which the Spanish-American states had succeeded by their 
wars of independence, and to the other the United States under 
the Florida treaty. Great Britain opposed it upon the ground 
that by the Nootka Sound convention Spain had waived her 
exclusive territorial sovereignty in favor of the doctrine of 
actual settlements. It was unfortunate that Adams and Rush 
made use of the phrases "actual settlements" and "actually oc- 
cupied," which appear in the Nootka Sound convention. "The 
principle upon which England insists is, that the Northwest 
coast of America, north of the actual establishments of Spain, 
ought not to be deemed to belong exclusively to any Euro- 
pean." Confidential Memorial, ihid., V., 450. 
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the correctness of Adams's construction of th.e Nootka 
Sound convention, it is manifest that the introduction 
of the so-called non-colonization principle into the in- 
structions to Middleton and Rush was largely by a 
statement of fact, being a description of the condition 
of affairs in America as they existed June 22, 1.823. 
Adams made a statement of fact which he doubtless 
believed would assist in settling the claims of the three 
powers to the Pacific Coast north of latitude forty- 
two degrees. Th at the Ame ric an continents were n o. 
long^er subject to^uropean colonization; was an asser- 
tion that the American continents contained no im- 
occupied la^d*. The former colonies of Spain iji South 
America, had been recognized as independent nations. 
What had been the Portuguese colony of Brazil was no 
longer subject to Portugal, although governed by the 
House of Braganza. France, Holland, and Great 
Britain, it is true, supported colonies upon the South 
American continent, but each colony was hedged about 
by the territory of an independent state. In North 
America the conditions south of the line of forty-two 
degrees were precisely similar. The Central American 
states were i;idependent, as well as Mex;ico,.and sur- 
rounded the British colony of Belize, the only Euro- 
pean colony on the continent between the United 
States and the Isthmus of, Panama. Adarn§_admitj:ed 

lih^f hnt h Russia and Orep*- Hrifam ViaH f^rrifofjal 

rights upon t he northwest co ast: "You are authqriged 
. .. ^ with^jyi ew to draw a definite lin e of demar - 
kation for the future, to stipulaleL.that no_s ettlem ent 
shall hereafter be made on the Northwest Qost or on 
any ojf^the islands thereto adjoining by Russiajn^subr 
jects south df laiitude ififty-five degrees, by citizens 
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of the United States no jUuoLla titude fifty-one degr ees, 
or by Bri tish subjects either south of fift y-one ctegrees 
or north of^fi fty-five'de grees. I mention the latitude 
of fifty-one degrees, as the bound within which we are 
willing to limit the future settlement of the United 
States. . * . As, however, the line already runs in 
latitude forty-nine degrees to the Stony mountains, 
should it be earnestly insisted upon by Great Britain, 
we will consent to carry it in continuance on the same 
parallel to the sea." ^ 

J^h at Adams should have sought to arran ge* a litip 
with Gr eat Britain to the exclusion of Russia or wit h 
Ru ssia to the exclusion ofGreat Britain occasions ji o 
surprise or cnticism. When Rush made known to 
Canning the tenor of his instructions, the proposition 
that the United States should limit Great Britain on 
the north to fifty-five degrees,* C anning declined to 
join with the ^\^}t^^ ^t^tt^Q I'n fi f gotiating^ yith Russ ia. 
Rush was given to understa nd that Gr^?t B ritain woul d 
.^oceed separately. Canning's willingness to enter 
into a joint negotiation with Russia and the United 
Statiss had been based upon the idea that Russia's ex- 
travagant maritime pretensions in the Pacific would be^ 
the only subject for settlement. Into the discussion 
of the relative territorial pretensions of Russia and 
the United States he refused to enter.* 

"The resumption of its original course by this Gov- 

* Adams to Rush, July 22, 1822; Am. State Papers, For. 

Rel, v., 446-48. 
■ Rush to Middleton, December 22, 1823 ; ihid., V., 463. 

•Hildt, Barly Diplomatic Negotiations of the United States 
with Russia, 170. 
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eminent [Great Britain] has arisen chiefly from the 
principle which our government has adopted, of not 
considering the American continents as subject to future 
colonization by any of the European powers, a principle 
to which Great Britain does not accede."" 

The negotiation upon which Rush was instructed 
was thus discredited before it was begun. He was 
forced to report in August, 1824, that after eight 
months the negotiation had been brought to a close 
^ ^ without any treaty or other arrangement on any of the 
subjects entrusted to him." The prolonged discussions, 
however, gave opportunity for both the British and 
American claims to be set forth fully for the first time. 
Rush assumed responsibility for proceeding after Can- 
ning had refused to enter into a joint negotiation with 
Russia and the United States. He proposed an ex- 
tension for a further term of tdn years of the joint- 
occupation agreement of 181 8, coupling it with a pro- 
viso that Great Britain during that time should make 
no settlements between the fifty-first and fifty-fifth 
degrees, and the United States should make none north 
of latitude fifty-one. The British^, plenipotentiaries, 
Huski&s©H--and Stratford Canning, promptly declined 
Rush's proposition. X^ey offered as a counter-propo- 
sition that the joint-occupation agreement l)e termi- 
'^ nated and that the boundary line of fortyrnine degrees 
be extended west beyond the Rocky Mountains "to 
. the point where it strikes the northeastemmost branch 
' of the Columbia, and thence down the middle of the 
Columbia to the Pacific, Ocean." 

**Rush to Middleton, January 9, 1824; Am, State Papers, 
For, ReL, V., 463. 
"^Rush to Adams, August 12, 1824; ibid,, V., 533-82. 
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, Rush immediately declared his inability to accept the 
proposed boundar y, but in aeeordance with Ad ^L&^s 
permission offered "the fine of forty-nine degrees to | 
tiie^acific. ji uskisso n an d Canning held Rush's J baal 
Qfferjmderjconsid& tor a. fortnight, and then re- 

jected k^jnaking^iiQ^ nfifflL^proj?^^ xetum. They 
told Rush that what they had offered was as much as 
Great Britain would concede. 

In. thfi^m^an time. M iddleton at ,S t. Pft(^rshnrg was- 
endeavoring to reach an understanding with N esselr 
rgj}^ He felt himself handicapped by the defection 
of Great Britain, whose minister was engaged in an 
independent negotiation. Middleton believed that 
Great Britain had abandoned all thoughts of keeping 
open the trade upon the northwest coast. "Her object 
in this negotiation seems to be to' obtain an abandon- 
ment of the extravagant maritime pretensions set up 
by Russia, and at the same time to acquire for herself 
territorial rights."" Although Adams had said that 
the United States could not admit the right of Russia 
to exclusive territoriar possessions in America south 
of sixty degrees, he was willing, in case Great Britain 
and Russia joined in a treaty settling their respective 
territorial claims, to recognize Russfa's claim as far 
south as fifty-five degrees. Middleton proceeded to 
treat with,.Ru&&ia> accQrdiAg:^.to. .the terms of th^ in- 
struttions that were framed for the tripartite agree- 
ment. 

Middleton's first projet was that "no settlement shall 
be made hereafter on the northwest coast of America, 
or on any of the islands adjacent thereto, north of the 

"Middleton to Adams, April 19, 1824; ibid., V., 461. 
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fifty-fifth degree of north latitude, by citizens of the 
United States. . . . nor by the Russian subjects 
. . . south of the same parallel of latitude."" The 
line of fifty-five degrees was approximately the south- 
em limit of the grant of 1799. Middleton was con- 
vinced that Russia's claim to so much of the northwest 
coast was valid, as the ukase of 1799, although a domes- 
tic act and never communicated to the other powers, 
had remained unquestioned for more than twenty-five 
years. The Emperor he found willing enough to 
rescind the ukase of 1821', but not the earlier one, as 
"the act of his father must be maintained." " 
' "The fifty-fifth degree was therefore a barrier not 
to be broken through ; and a further small addition was 
required because the point of an island [Prince of 
Wales Island] was cut off by that parallel. In conse- 
quence of this, it was urgently pressed by the Russian 
plenipotentiaries to make the line of delimitation run 
upon a parallel of fifty-four degrees, forty minutes, a 
small deviation from the instructions I had received. 
To this I thought I could, without impropriety, 
accede." " 

The rnn vention as sig^ned A pril 17, 1824, preserved 
^^'ddlgton's p hraseology : that the citizens "^' of tlie 
United States should not form any establishment on 
t]l£.iiarihFest^,Qa§t .of Amedca .np.rth^ fiftyjio^r de- 

"Projet of the United States of February 8, 1824; ibid., 
v., 464. 

"Middleton to Adams, April 19, 1824; ibid., V., 461. 

^Ibid., v., 461. "The proposal of inserting fifty-four de- 
grees, forty minutes, instead of fifty-five degrees, was with a 
view to preserving to Russia two points of the island in which 
the port, called Bucarelli by the Spaniards, is situate;*'' ibid., 
v., 459. 
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grees, forty minutes^ a^nd-that Russian subjects should " 
form none south of that line. The convention further ' 
stipulated that for a period of ten years the citizens ui 
^subjects of either power should have free access "upon 
the coast mentioned" for the purpose oi fishing and 
tf adhig ^ tth" the natives " There was no ambiguity 
in the terms of this convention, but Russia proceeded 
upon the theory that while her rights were secure • 
north of fifty-four degrees, forty minutes, the United 
States had no rights south of that line which she was 
bound to respect." T^^ TTAKmory^ t8^Sp ^^^"''^ ^^^>n^> 

^J!d-Zli!l^i^l-^^^^*^^^^^ n tr^ftt}" by whirh it_ waT^^tigllr , 

JnlT^ thr vt "thu l i nr nf rlcmnrlrnti f ^n h f twppn the pnv 

sessij)iisjaf Jhp high con tracting^paities^ upon the coast 

of^ the continent,. jand-.tbc. islands of America to the 

northwest", ^should begia^. thfi^ soiithernmost -point of 

I^ince' of Wales Island,.4ii--latitude-££ty-iQur ..degrees, 

J^orty minutes, th^ncexasJteardtp^lheJPort^^^ Channel, 

thence to the fifty-sixth degree, "which line shall Tdrm 

the limit between the Russian and British possessions 

in the continent of America to the northward." " 

The, negrntiatinn he^ mi by Adams for th e settlement 

e\i flip nnrfJlW^cfprti IvMin^ory dJSpIlt ^ WaS a fa ilure. ^ 

His assertion of the "nnn-£Qloniz ation" pr inciplejut 
the British govern ment in no p roper mood for friendly 
negotiation. Adams's plan for a tripartite settlement 
of the questions of boundary was one which, if Great 
Britain had any territorial rights whatever upon the 

" Treaties and Conventions between the United States and 
Foreign Powers, 931. The treaty was proclaimed January 
12, 1825. 

"Greenhow, op. cit., 342. 

"Text of treaty in Greenhow, 479-81. 
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Pacific coast, she could hardly agree to. Canning told 
Rush that he could see a motive for the United States' 
desiring to stop the settlements of Great Britain south- 
ward, but that the boundary between the British and 
Russian possessions was not a matter in which the 
United States could be interested. Canning's position 
was sound. Adams had stated in 18 18 that he did 
not anticipate that Great Britain would start questions 
of title with the United States on the Pacific. Four 
years later he asserted that Russia could have no 
motive for establishing colonies in America. Yet he 
offered to limit the claims of the United States if 
Russia and Great Britain would jointly agree to limit 
theirs. The conYfntion that Middleton sign ed, fur- 
nished a phragg that afterwards came . perilously near 
becoming a war-cry, but it gave to the United S twites 
no rights th^aT'she could use against Great^ Britain. 
Mid dleton's convention merely stipulated that Ameri - 
can cit i zens s hould not settle north of fifty-four de- 
grees, forty mmutes, or Russiaii.rs ubTec T^ it. 
The Russo-British treaty made a definite boundary line 
*» between th^ possessions of the two countries, and each 
power recognized the right of the other in and to the 
northwest coast north and south of fifty-four degrees, 
fortyJmiKtes. 

All the lines of argument which in later negotiations 

were elaborated by Rush and Gallatin, and by Calhoun, 

.were taken up by Adams in the first negotiation after 

I the Florida treaty had made the United States the suc- 

1 cessor of Spain north of forty-two degrees. Discove ry, 

• settlement^Tnntigiiity»...jUld^ 

Adams argued, . together gave to the United States 

complete title to the northwest coast. But how far 
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to the no rtbi As against Russia he first claimed to the 

sixtieth parallel, then to the fifty-fifth; as against 

Great Britain to the fifty-first and finally to the forty- / v J 

ninth. At jhe close of Adams's negotiation the posil - * ^'^ 

ti on of the United States was the same as ^yhen Pol k 

took up the problem in ig4g. The United States, 

though cl aiming th at her rights extended much far ther 

to the north, was willing as a compromise to accept the 

line of forty-nine degrees westward from the Rocky 

Mountains to the Pacific. Great Britain insisted upon 

tlie line of f ortv^ine degrees only as fa ^west_as the| \^,^ 

Pnliirnl^ia It was upon the Columbia River that th 

powers split. The^ exclusive right to the Columbi 

was one that neither would concede to the other. 

As the ten years' period of joint occupation under 
the convention of 1818 was about to expire. Canning 
suggested in April, 1826, that the negotiations for the 
settlement of the northwestern boundary be resumed." 

Adams and Clay selected ( Gallatin \r\ r^r^p^n fl^^ qn^c- 

jrion at Londo n. Clay's instructions to Gallatin fol- 
lowed closely those that Adams had given to Rush 
three years before.* The extension of the line of 
forty-nine degrees to the Pacific coast Gallatin was 
told to announce as an ultimatum. Later Clay author- 
ized him to concede to Great Britain the jree naviga- 
tion of the Columbia." ^ 
^Gallatin's .,:nfig'C>ti,atinnj whifih katcd ■4iatiL~Aug»8t, 

1827, reqtilfeH in ihe rpnpwal of the agrrp^|];|Pn1^iFnrj[nint 

occupation for an indefinite jperiqdjterminable by either 

"Canning to King, April 20, 1826; Am, State Papers, For. 
Rel, VI., 645. 
*Clay to Gallatin, June 19, 1826; ibid., VI., 644. 
**Clay to Gallatin, August 9, 1826; ihid., VI., 646. 
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party upon twelve months'. nQtic£,_ The text of the 
convention is brief, reciting that the third article of 
the convention of 1818 was renewed. The provision 
of the earlier instrument was continued to the effect 
that joint occupation should not be construed to im- 
pair or to affect the claims of either power to the 
territory west of the Rockies. The convention of 
1818 reserved the rights of any third power as well 
v^as of Great Britain and the United States. As the 
United States had succeeded to the rights of Spain, 
and Russia had been limited to the territory north of 
fifty-four degrees, forty minutes, this clause was not 
renewed. 

It is impossible to enter into detail as to the nego- 
tiation of the convention of 1827. The arguments pre- 
sented by both sides were similar to those of Rush, 
Huskisson, and Stratford Canning at an earlier date. 
The temper of the British had not changed, and Gallatin 
was all the time conscious of the influence that Mon- 
roe's non-colonization principle had in arousing the 
jealous suspicions of the British ministry." The Brit- 
ish commissioners rested their case upon the Nootka 
Sound convention, and insisted that all of the territory 
west of the Rocky Mountains and north of forty-two 
degrees was vacant. Gallatin's argument ably pre- 
sented the claim of the United States to fifty-four de- 
grees, forty minutes, and combated the validity of the 
Nootka Sound convention upon the ground that it was 
abrogated by the war of 1796. In the course of the 
proceedings Gallatin's views changed. He soon be- 
came convinced that there could be no agreement upon 

" Gallatin to Clay, December 20, 1826 ; ibid,, VI., 659. 
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the line of forty-nine degrees, but he was opposed to 
a renewal of the joint-occupation article, fearing that 
Great Britain would consolidate actual possession of 
the whole, or nearly the whole, of the territory in dis- 
pute." Later he came to favor the renewal of that 
article after the reiterated declaration by the British 
commissioners that Great Britain had no exclusive 
claim upon the disputed territory. Gallatin was con- 
vinced that after all "what the United States might 
want was the very object which Great Britain declared 
to be hers, viz., the preservation of peace until the 
whole country was occupied." ** 

The approval by George Canning of Gallatin's plan 
for a renewal of the joint-occupation agreement was 
about the last act of that statesman. In forwarding the 
new agreement to Clay, Gallatin remarked: "National 
pride prevents any abrupt relinquishment of her pre- 
tensions; but Great Britain does not seem indisposed 
to let the country gradually and silently slide into the 
hands of the United States; and she is anxious that 
it should not in any case become the cause of a rupture , 
between the powers. . . . My opinion is that the 
country must necessarily be settled by the United 
States, and ultimately fall into their hands, provided 
the natural course of events is not prevented, and 
merely by suffering them to take their course."" 

The debates in Congress, the various plans of forti- 
fying the territory held by joint occupatiori, the schemes 
for it^ territorial organization and for the settlement 
of the country by emigrants from the United States, 

" Gallatin to Clay, October 30, 1826 ; ibid., VI., 647. 
** Gallatin to Clay, June 27, 1827 ; ibid., VI., 680. 
" Gallatin to Clay, August 10, 1827 ; ibid., VI., 694. 
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are outside the scope of the present inquiry. The 
steady stream of settler s along_the Oregon Trail tfiat 
began in the late thirties showed that Gallatin's judg- 
'^ jnent was correct. The danger was that by aggre ssive 
measures on the part of Congress for the occupation 
fif .Qcsgqn the "na^ral course of events might be 
prevented." 



CHAPTER X 

The Oregon Treaty 
1846 

Although Aberdeen had given Ashburton specific 
and detailed instructions for the settlement of 
the northwestern boundary question as well as 
of the other matters in dispute between Great 
Britain and the United States, little if anything 
was done toward it. The northeastern question 
was considered the more pressing, and Webster 
feared that if he and Ashburton attempted t9 
settle both boundary difficulties the whole of the nego- 
tiation would fall through/ A& soon as the rati fica- 
tions of the Ashburton treaty were ex changed, Aber- 
de en urged that the rem ainmg cause of firictioii- be.- 
tween the two countrie s be removed. Fox communi- 
c ated Aberdeen's overture to Webster, who stated that 
the President favored_.giyingjEel3reg^ im- 

jn gdiate atte ntion.* In his message to Congress at the 
beginning of the session in December, 1842, Tyler said 
that he would not delay to urge upon Great Britain 
the importance of ;2ai early settlement of this long- 
standing controversy.* As it was Aberdeen and not 
Tyler who had opened the door for negotiation, the 

* Aberdeen to Fox, October 18, 1842; Correspondence 
relative . . . to the Oregon Territory, Parliamentary 
Papers, 1846, folio, i. 

* Webster to Fox, November 25, 1842 ; ibid,, 2. 

* Tyler's message of December 6, 1842; Richardson's Mes- 
sages, IV., 196. 
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statement of Tyler was not. altogether frank. Aber- 
A^een complained to Fox of Tyler's failure to state 

' "that he had already received from the British govern- 
ment a pressing overture to negotiate an adjustment." * 
When the President was called upon by the Senate 
for information as to the state of the negotiation and 
the reasons why it had not been included in the Ash- 
burton treaty, Tyler replied that as the matter was 
then pending it was inexpedient to make any communi- 
cation upon the subject.* At the time this message 
was made no step had been taken by Webster in ac- 
cordance with Aberdeen's suggestion. Tyler contem- 
plated sending Webster on a special mission to London, 
. and only reluctantly abandoned the idea. Webster 

* left Tyler's cabinet without entering upon the discus- 
sion of the Oregon question. After Upshur's appoint- 
ment Aberdeen again urged that the business be taken 
up, either through Everett at London, or through Fox 
at Washington.* Upshur informed Fox that the Presi- 
dent was anxious to have the matter settled, and pre- 
ferred that the negotiation proceed at Washington.* 
In the face of this do-nothing attitude, Tyler stated 
in his annual message of 1843 that "our minister at 
London has under instructions again brought the sub- 
ject to the attention of that govj^nment; and while 
nothing will be done to compromft'the rights or honor 
of the United States, every proper expedient will be 

* Aberdeen to Fox, January 18, 1843; Correspondence 
relative , , , to the Oregon Territory, 3. 

* Tyler's message of December 23, 1842; Richardson's Mes- 
sages, IV., 210. 

•Aberdeen to Fox, August 18, 1843; Correspondence rela- 
tive , . , to the Oregon Territory, 5. 
^Fox to Aberdeen, September 12, 1843; ibid., 5. 
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resorted to in order to bring the negotiation, now in 
the progress of resumption, to a speedy and happy 
termination."* "After the most rigid and, as far as 
practicable, unbiased examination of the subject, the 
United States have always contended that their rights 
appertain to the entire region of country lying on the 
Pacific and embraced within forty-two degrees and 
fifty-four degrees, forty minutes of north latitude." 
This statement, although not conciliatory, was not 
offensively bold, nor did Aberdeen so consider it* 
Tyler again recommended the establishment of military 
posts along the overland routes to Oregon for the se- 
curity and protection of emigrants against the Indians. 
"Our laws should also follow [the emigrants], so modi-' 
fied as the circumstances of the case seem to require. 
Under the influence of our free system of government, 
new republics are destined to spring up at no distant 
day on the shores of the Pacific similar in policy and 
in feeling to those existing on this side of the Rocky 
Mountains, and giving a wider and more extensive 
spread to the principles of civil and religious liberty." 
Late in 1843 Pakenham replaced Fox, and Aberdeen 
entrusted the Oregon negotiation to him, as he pre- 
ferred to have it conducted at Washington while Con- 

• Tyler's message of December 5, 1843; Richardson's Mes- 
sages, IV., 258. Cf. Tyler's Tylers, II., 439. While Everett 
was instructed by Upshur, October 9, 1843, to propose the 
line of forty-nine degrees and "any other terms of compro- 
mise which in the progress of his discussions might appear 
to promise a satisfactory adjustment of this important ques- 
tion," the tender was to be made informally. Aberdeen wrote 
Pakenham, December 28, 1843, that nothing had been accom- 
plished since December, 1842. 

•Aberdeen to Pakenham, December 5, 1843; Correspond- 
ence relative . . . to the Oregon Territory, 7. 




/ 246 DIPLOMACY UND^R TYLKR AND POLK 

" vgress w as in session. . Before JPakejiham. and TTpshnr 
began the consideration of the question the d isaste r 
upon the Princeton occurred. Not until fate in August, 
«« 1844, did Upshur's successor, CiTKonii, announce tfiat 
he was ready to resume the negotiation, which had re- 
mained as Gallatin left it in 1827." 

r^lh o""**' position upon the Oregon question had 
been fully set forth in his speech in the Senate of 
January 24, 1843." He favored a poli cy of "wise a nd 
jnasterly inactivity." In but one way, he st ated, co uld 
the Oregon territory be prese rved to th e United Stat es. 
vb"Time is acting for us ; and if we shall have the wis- 
\ dom to trust its operation, it will assert aiidnSamtain 
„' our right with resistless force, without coslmg' a cent 
^oi money or a drop of blood." He opposed any prop o- 
sition for the occupat ion of Qregrpt^ npf^i^ \\if Qf^^<i*yA 
that it would invite a contes t by Great B ritair^ ^^jsnltinp- 
in th^ loss ot tne 3Y|iole^aU9£0^. Gallatin's idea, that 
the preservation of the status quo of joint occupation 
was the surest method not only of keeping peace but 
of ultimately holding the disputed region, was adopted 
by Calhoun. After the failure of the Texas treaty he 
was disinclined to open the Oregon question. It is 
stated that he was "peremptorily" ordered to take up 
!the subject where Upshur had left it, and try for a 
I settlement by the line of forty-nine degrees." Tyler 
was anxious that the long-pending question should be 
ended during his administration. Calhoun, whose 
views as to the advisability of delay had not changed, 
began the discussion with Pakenham. His method 
was one that promised an immediate settlement upon 

" Calhoun's Works, IV., 23a 
** Tyler's Tylers, IL, 441. 
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the basis of compromise. The plan tiiat Webster and 
Ashburton had adopted, of considering the matter 
without protocols, was abandoned. Pakenham re- 
newed the former proposal of Great Britain, that the 
line of forty-nine degrees be extended west from the 
Rocky Mountains to the Columbia, thence to the 
Pacific. Calhoun dediii edjhe offer, i nsisting t h^tjhe . 
United States had a well- fqun dedrclaim to all the 
^valley~oI the Columbia. In support of this assertion, 
be reviewed the history of th e questi on in a lo n g state- 

^ment ^hBt r^^i^argpH tVi#> ParliVr argriiTnptTtff„/lf_ ^^^"^^ 

Jlush, and Gallatin. Nothing was added by him to 
^hat his j)redecessor& bad said, butr unHk« them he 
confined his claim, not to all the^ territory up to fifty- 

fnnr^e^r^iij^inrfy yninntes, h\^\ to the valley of the 

Columbia." 

Pakenham did not contend, as the representatives 
of Great Britain had formerly done, that all of the 
country north of forty-two degrees and west of the 
Rockies was vacant territory to which no nation had 
a perfect claim. He asserted that the Nootka Sound 

convention had — umite4 -^pai»'^- sov e rei gnty and 

acknowledggd.Gifiat Britain's dghts.jQa.thf; northwest 
coast. As the United States and Great Britain owned 
the country in common the only solution of the diffi-;^ 
culty was "an equitable partition of the whole between 
the two powers."** The long arguments of Calhoun 
and Pakenham left the matter no nearer an adjustment 
than it had been in 1827. The United States continued 
to insist upon the line oi^ f orty-tiitie d^gre^S; Great 

*• Calhoun to Pakenham, September 3, 1844; Correspond- 
ence relative . , , to the Oregon Territory, 13. 
''Pakenham to Calhoun, September 12, 1844; ibid., 19. 
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Br itain claimed to the middle of the Columbia Riv er. 
Aberdeen thereupon proposed arbitration." Pakenham 
delayed offering Aberdeen's proposal until after Tyler's 
^message to Congress had been made public. The 
President renewed his recommendations for the estab- 
lishment of military posts across the continent and the 
extension of the federal laws to protect the emigrants 
in Oregon. As to the pending negotiation little was 
said; he hoped for a happy and favorable termination 
of it in a manner "compatible with the public honor." " 
Jnjanuary.^- Calhoun drrliued. the offer, of arbitration 
"^on tVie gt'f^^Jid-fll^ t i^V^^ ^ TT) f^thnH of settlement would 
retard rather than expedite it^ ..final adjustment." Thus 
Tj1er^s^j,dministration ended with the north"westeni 
bp^daiy..question still at issue. It is probable that Cal- 
houn had been dragged into the controversy against his 
better judgment. He was opposed to the plank in the 
Democratic platform of 1844 calling for the "re-occu- 
pation of Oregon/' Tyler proposed to have the credit 
of accomplishing the settlement of the northwestern 
boundary question as well as of the annexation of 
' Texas before his term expired. C alhoun m ade no at- 
. tempL±Q.-rbim any territory for the TJnitefTistates;^^- 

\yond.the.fQrty-ninth,.parallel._ While he believed that 
by delay the Oregon country proper, i, e., the valley 
of the Columbia, would be saved to the United States, 
he reluctantly asserted the claim and then only to the 
line of forty-nine degrees. 

"Aberdeen to Pakenham, November i, 1844; ihid., 28. 
"Tyler's message, December 3, 1844; Richardson's Mes- 
sages, IV., 337. 

"Pakenham to .Calhoun, January 15, 1845; Calhoun to 
Pakenham, January 21, 1845; Correspondence relative . . . 
to the Oregon Territory, 30, 31. 
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Calhoun has been assailed as unfriendly to the in- ^' 
terests of the northwest; as being, as a southerner, 
willing to sacrifice northern territory. Such a charge 
is unjust. £alhoun's attitude upon the Oregon questio 
was deliber ately chosen, and it was placed upo n the^Euie 
of_statesmans hip. with no e ye^ to popul ar appro val. 
He believed that the Rritish^iitle ..under the Nootka 
Sound convention was a mere usufmct^and cqnferre^^ 
n^jexclusrye claim of the United States 

as derived f rojiL Spain»^a£asiaYaUd.aorth of the Colum- 
JbiaJicalkx. As far as claims were based upon discovery 
and occupati^Uj^ the British had discovered and occu- 
pied Fraser's River and the Amer icans the Columbia; 
neither had a yaJiititk. to the country between the two. 
Tie ^ag ther-efnre in favor nf the line nf..fQrty->nine de- 
grees to the Pacific as a Jus t and equitable division 
ofTKe'TeTritory in .jiispute." 

In his inaugural address the incoming President 
stated that it would become his duty "to assert and 
maintain by all constitutional means the right of the 
United States to that portion of our territory which 
lies beyond the Rocky Mountains. Our title to the 
country of the Oregon is 'clear and unquestionable.' " " 
Polk did not say that "the whole of Oregon" meant 
the country as far north as fifty-four degrees, forty 
minutes, although this was the interpretation given to 
his words." Calhoun had taken "the whole of Oregon" 
to mean the valley of the Columbia. It r em^iped for 
Polk seriously to ^^js^^t XhM or^' ^^^^ ^"^^ M^U'^f on/^ 




r, January 10, 1846; MS. 
Jf?s Messages, IV., 381. The phrase quoted was 
from the Democratic platform. 
*• Curtis, Buchanan, II., 552, so states it. 
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u nquestionable up to fifly-four dfig r fig S. JQTty m i mi tes/' 
TyTePsterm closed soon after the rejection of Aber- 
deen's offer of arbitration. Soon after Buchanan too k 
charge of the state department u nder Polk, Paken- 
" ham again urged that the Oregon matter be arbitrated. 

This was fn arrnrdanre with Ahf^rHfipn\<; instrtirtinns. 

in the hope that the new administration might reverse 
Tyler's decision * "Mr. Buchanan observed that he 
had not yet had an opportunity of ascertaining what 
might be the views of the President on this particular 
point connected with the Oregon question; but he said 
he would not fail to take advantage of the earliest 
moment to direct the President's attention to it. For 
his own part, although he did not seem to be much 
taken with the idea of an arbitration, he did not ap- 
pear prepared altogether to reject it; what he said 
was that he did not at all despair of effecting a settle- 
ment of the question by negotiation, *by adopting,' to 
use his own words, 'the principle of giving and 
taking.' " ** "To give and take" may have been 
Buchanan's idea of the proper method of negotiating 
with Pakenham. That he would settle the Oregon 
question was a part of Polk's programme as formu- 
lated by him before he was inaugurated. Not until July 
did the President decide how to proceed. Buchanan 
resumed the subjert wh^ipf (^alhoi^p and Pakenham 

had drog£edJt Jnjhe^^ 

ing-'the offer of the liA§:..Alio^ty-oic^.^dfigi:fiPS. Bu- 
chanan^s note to Pakenham of July 12, 1845, was a 
carefully prepared argument in favor of the full 

* Aberdeen to Pakenham, March 3, 1845; Correspondence 
relative . . . to the Oregon Territory, 31. 
** Pakenham to Aberdeen, March 29, 1845 ; ibid., 32. 
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American claim of fifty-four degrees, forty minutes. 
This he based upon the Florida treaty of 1819, at 
which time, he alleged, Spain had a good title as 
against Great Britain to the whole of the Oregon ter- / 
ritory. As Great Britain had attempted to cloud this \ 
title by the prior Nootka Sound convention, Buchanan 
took the ground that that instrument was transient in 
its very nature; that it conferred upon Great Britain 
no right but that of merely trading with the Indians': 
whilst the country should remain unsettled, and mak- 
ing the necessary settlements for that purpose; that 
it did not interfere with the ultimate sovereignty of 
Spain over the territory; and above all, that it was 
annulled by the war between Spain and Great Britain 
in 1796, and had never been renewed by the parties." 
The or iginal American title to the vallev of the Colum - 
bia Buchanan grounded, as Calhoun had done^ upon 
discovery, exploration, and possession. It was to the 
coast-lme between forty-six degrees and fifty-four de- 
grees, forty minutes, that the Florida treaty gave title 
to the exclusion of Great Britain. Buchanan thus took 
a position essentially at variance with Calhoun's. If 
the United States had a claim to the Columbia based 
upon STscbvery' "arid' "settlement it was in derogation 
of the paper-title oFSpain. If Spain's title to all of 
the northwest coast was not strong enough to with- 
stand the claim of the United States to the Columbia, 
it was not sufficient to exclude Great Britain from 
claiming the Fraser River valley, a claim also based 
upon discovery, settlement, and possession. 
Buchanan's contention was the reverse of Adams's, 

"Buchanan to Pakenham, July 12, 1845; ibid,, 34. 
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which was that by the very terms of the Nootka Sound 
convention, which Buchanan held to be transient in 
nature, Spain had forfeited her claim to exclusive 
sovereignty upon the Pacific coast, so that the Ameri- 
can settlements at the mouth of the Columbia furnished 
a claim of territorial sovereignty good as against the 
world. That Great Britain had a show of title be- 
tween fifty-one degrees and fifty-five degrees had been 
admitted by the United States, since Adams had pro- 
jfosed a tripartite arrangement between the United 
^tates, Russia, and Great Britain in 1822. Polk, how- 
l/ever, intimated that he was not bound by any previous 
admissions by the United States. "Our own American 
title to^thfi..C3s:tjeuLjQlJ3bifi, Yallfy of the Cnlurohia, rest^. 
ing as it does on discovery^ ..exploration, and posses- 
sion, — a possession acknowledged by a most solemn 
act of the British Government itself, — ^is a sufficient 
^ assurance against all mankind, whilst our superadded 
title derived from Spain extends our exclusive rights 
over the whole territory in dispute as against Great 
{/ Britain. Such, being the opinion of the President in 
/ regard to the title of the United States he would not 
j^ I have consented to yield any portion of the Oregon 
I Territory had he not found himself embarrassed, if not 
. \ committed, by the acts of his predecessors." " 
'\ folk ^s oflFer o f_the Jine of forty-nine degrees without 
conceding., the free, navigation of the Columbia was, 
therefore, made only because his predecessors had com- 
mitted him to it. The inference was that had he not 
\ been embarrassed by their spirit of compromise he 
would inflexibly adhere to the line of fifty-four degrees, 

'Ibid, 
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forty minutes, thereby excluding Great Britain from/ 
the Pacific coast. 

Pakenham's answer was a blunder. He attacked 




all the points of Buchanan's argiimcQt and bluntly de 
clined the proposed line of forty-nine degrees. He 
did not refer the matter to his home government but 
asked that Buchanan "offer some further proposal for 
the settlement of the Oregon Question more con- 
sistent with fairness and equity, and with the reason- 
able expectations of the British Government/' ** For- 
t tinately for the cause of peace. Pakenham's curt k 
lef usal of Buchanan's nffer did not b ecome public 
jintil afte f Tf^riprr^gg mt^f in Dprprnb^f * The answer y 
was ill-considered in that it gave to Polk th e oppor-^^/ 
tun ity of standing for the whole claim without being 
"embarrassed" by the admissions of his pfe'decessors. 
e only way lo treat John Bull,*^ the President told 
a member of Congress, "was to look him straight in 
the eye. I considered a bold and firm course on our 
part the pacific one." * Buchanan was ordered to lyith - 
draw^ he off er of forty-nine degrees, l eaving Grea t 
Britain tft make the n^Xt mnvc. ^T he method of trea tr . 
ing Pakenham's answer was Polk's own idea, and 
Sucha nan was opposed to it . He wrote to McLane 
at London deprecating Pakenham's action and express- 
ing the hope that the unfortunate result of it might be 
avoided." Buchanan's extended official reply to Paken- 

■* Pakenham to Buchanan, July 29, 1845 ; ibid., 39. 

" Curtis*s Buchanan, II., 553, 554. 

"Folk's Diary, January 4, 1846; Conversation with James 
A. Black of South Carolina. Polk added: "If Congress fal- 
tered or hesitated in their course, John Bull would immedi- 
ately become arrogant and more grasping in his demands." 

''Curtis's Buchanan, II., 553. 
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ham of August 30, 1845, was contentious in the ex- 
treme. He derided the argument that the two grounds 
for the American title, the one based upon discovery 
and settlement, the other upon the treaty of 18 19, 
were antagonistic. The British claims were styled 
mere pretensions with no sufficient foundation. The 
President, he stated, owed it to his country, with a 
just appreciation of her title to the Oregon territory, 
to withdraw his proposition to the British govern- 
ment." "Mr. Buchanan said, 'Well, the deed is done, 
but he did not think it was the part of wise statesman- 
ship to deliver such a paper in the existing state of 
^ our relations with Mexico.' The President said he was 
glad it was delivered ; that, it was right in itself and 
he saw no reason for delaying it because of our re- 
lations with Mexico."" 

W riting privately to McLane, Buchanan said that 
tii^Qj!?g2^-9USSti^a. was now critical ; that a concilia- 
tory course on the part of both governments was 
necessary. He thought it improbable that the British 
government would offer acceptable terms of compro- 
mise, but said that the withdrawal of the oflfer did not 
preclude it from making a new proposal. He then 
stated that the President would submit to the Senate 
any proposition that Great Britain might make, if 
it were such as the Senate would be likely to approve." 
Before enough time had elapsed to have an answer to 
his letter, Buchanan received an account of McLaxie's 

" Buchanan to Pakenham, August 30, 1845 ; Correspondence 
relative , . , to the Oregon Territory, 46. 

* Polk's Diary, August 30, 1845; MS. 

"Buchanan to McLane, September 13, 1845; MS., copy, 
Lenox Library, New York. 
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interview with Aberdeen upon the subject of Paken- 
ham's declination of the line of forty-nine degrees. 
Aberdeen told McLane of his regret th at Palrenhnm 
luu L rejected the offer of compro mise, and intimated a 
willi ngness to agree to a modified^ropqsition." After 
reading McLane's letter to Polk, Buchanan said that 
he believed Pakenham had received fresh instructions, 
and he wanted to know what to do. '*. The President sai d 
our course was a plain qne^_AK§Jiad.madfii a^propo- 

Sition yfl^r^^J^^^J^^f^n^^ tn f^rmc^ nnf vf^ry rntir- 

ifious. The^ British ha d , afterwards been informed in 
tl^ note of Mr^ Euchaaan-- of August — (^o-4hat our 
proposition-was withdrawn and nQ^kmgfij:.tQ..be.con- 
sidered as pending. In the close of that jaQte.ihe door 
oTTurffier negotiations-..wa6»4ef t op c ni -Jf , the British 
minister, therefore^ called on Mr. Buchanan and made 
the ingenuous (?) suggestio n, all that co uld be said to 
Km ^wasf'fHaF'IfTie' had any further proposition to 
matetm^l§'part,*Tt woiild te feceiveS aniT considered. 
This was all that could with propriety be said to him. 
No intimation should be given to him of what the 
views or intentions of the administration were, and 
leave him to take his own course. The President said, 
it was manifest that the tone of the British Government 
was considerably lowered on the subject. Mr. Bu- 
chanan said that if we stopped the negotiation where 
it was it would immediately lead to war. The Presi- 
dent went on at some length to state, as he had done 
on former occasions, the reasons which had induced 
him in deference to the acts of his predecessors and the 
commitments of the Government reluctantly to yield 

"McLane to Buchanan, October 3, 1845, received October 
, 21, 184s ; MS., Archives. Polk's Diary, October 21, 1845. 
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his assent to the proposition which had been made and 
rejected and that he was never satisfied with the posi- 
tion in which the matter stood. He said if the same 
proposition were now made by the British minister 
(he, the President, having now discharged his duty) 
he would not accept it. He said the British minister 
would not, he was sure, make any new proposal which 
we could accept; that when his proposal was received 
(if he made one) he would either reject it or submit 
it to the Senate for their advice before he acted on 
[it] according to its character. Mr. Buchanan asked 
if he might say in the conversation which he antici- 
p;ated Mr. Pakenham would seek with him, that if he 
made a proposition of a character to /justify it, the 
President would submit it to the Senate. The Presi- 
dent replied that would be improper. Mr. Buchanan 
thought we ought not to precipitate a crisis. By delay 
the Oregon territory might be saved ; by strong meas- 
ures hastily taken, we would have war and might lose 
Lit The President said he was satisfied with the state 
of the negotiation as it stood; that in his message he 
would take bold and strong ground and re-affirm Mr. 
I^onroe's doctrine against permitting any European 
power to plant or establish any new colony on the 
American Continent."" The day following Polk's 
statement to his cabinet Pakenham called upon Bu- 
chanan, who was impressed with his concern over the 
awkward position in which he had placed himself." 
From Buchanan's reports of this and other conversa- 
^ ! tions with Pakenham, Polk continued m the belief 
A' that there was no probability of adjusting the subject 



t 



" Polk's Diary, October 21, 1845 ; MS. 
"Ibid., October 22, 1845. 
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by negotiation. The President then submitted the 
clause of his message referring to the Oregon question 
and the Monroe doctrine to his cabinet, every member 
of which agreed with the stand that he had taken. 
It may be believed, however, that Buchanan's 
approval was not without reservation, for he still 
favored the idea that tJie negotiation should be resumed 
where it had been interrupted." 

At one of the conferences Pakenham left a note 
with Buchanan, in which he tried to smooth away the 
asperities of his earlier refusal. Pakenham stated^ that 
his_government would be glad Jojiear again from the 
T Inited Sta tes on^jjhe sub j ect^ jind denied that in his 
earlier letter. he bad reiect^d. Buchanan's proposal. 
" What I said was tha t I did not fe el at liberty to ac- 
cept it."" This may have seemed to be a distinction 
without a difference. Buchanan felt that it was ' 
enough of a concession to allow the negotiation to be \ 
resumed, and he prepared an answer to it accordingly 
Polk declared that Buchanan's answer was too concilia- 
tory and refused to have it delivered." The President 
then drafted what he believed to be a proper reply to 
Pakenham, with the injunction that it must be delivered 
and not merely read to the British minister, and that 
all of Pakenham's and Buchanan's correspondence 
must be official. Upon learning Polk's attit u de^ Pa ken- 
ham withdrew lyL-925?l^?i2ELJ[^9t.?-_ For this the 

^Ibid,, October 25, 27, and 29, 1845. 

" Pakenham to Buchanan, October 25, 184S ; MS., copy, 
Lenox Library, New York. Endorsed: "25 Oct. 45. Copy 
of a note from Mr. Pakenham, afterwards withdrawn. A 
true copy taken by me from the original note of Mr. Paken- 
ham. Oct. 28, 1845. J. Knox. Walker." 

"Polk's Diary, October 28, 1845. 
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President blamed Buchanan. "The result of the 
whole," Polk noted in his diary, "is that after two cab- 
inet meetings and much anxious discussion, the mat- 
ter ended where it began." " 

Polk's discussion of the Oregon question in his mes- 
sage delivered at the opening of Congress was as 
"firm" as the most rabid of the Anglophobes, such as 
Cass and Hannegan, could have desired. He depre- 
cated the early attempts at compromise with which the 
names of Adams, Rush, Gallatin, and Calhoun were 
associated. In his declaration for the "whole of Ore- 
gon," even to fifty-four HegreeSj frrty rni ^ p)j;pfij he 

V seemed to rejoice that a compromise line was impos- 
/ sible ; as the Americ an titlejo alj of thejiorthwfistxoast 
was clear and undisputed. Great Britain had .thejOJlO- 
thing but vain pretensions. To gain additional popu- 
lar approval of his stand, he "re^attirmed'^ tlie~Monroe 
Docfrinerwith' an eye^a's he said,' aslnuch to California 
and the line bay of San Francisco as to Oregon." 
§urely Polk was looking John Bull firmly in_ the eye. 
Was he sincere in his position? 

It has been seen that nearly three months before 

Buchanan had written to McLarie that the President 

would probably submit a proposition to the Senate if 

it were reasonable. Buchanan had not abandoned the 

yidea that the line of forty-nine degrees could be agreed 

/ upon. It is hard to believe that Polk ever very seri- 

I ously looked for war over the question of Oregon. 

Late in December Buchanan told him that the next 

two weeks would mean peace or war, and that he was 

in favor of vigorous war preparations. Polk agreed 

"Ibid.y October 29, 1845. 
^Ibid,, October 24, 1845. 
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as to the latter part of Buchanan's remark. The cab- 
inet was then expecting Pakenham to propose arbitra- 
tion. None favored that plan of settling the difficulty. 
The President thereupon said that if Pakenham would 
offer an equivalent of free ports to the north of forty- 
nine degrees, with the Strait of Fuca, he would "con- 
sult confidentially three or four Senators from different 
parts of the Union and might submit it to the 
Senate for their previous advice."** At a later 
session Polk asked the cabinet what he should 
do if Pakenham offered the line of forty-nine 
degrees. "All said he should refer it to the 
Senate."*" This was the advice that Polk had 
already received from Allen, the chairman of the 
Senate committee on foreign affairs. Just when this 
plan of treating the matter took shape in Polk's mind 
it is difficult to state precisely. There was no element 
of novelty in Allen's suggestion, for Buchanan had 
been urging it for months and he had privately so 
advised McLane. 

Just at this Ji|pe Pakenham proposed that arbitration 
be had of "the whole question of an equitable division 
of the territory" in dispute. Buchanan said to him 
that even if the President agreed to arbitration, which 
was unlikely, the Senate would never sanction it. That 
there would be a war Pakenham seemed to doubt, for 
even if arbitration were finally declined, his govem- 

^Ibid., December 23, 1845. Curtis's Buchanan, II., 555. 
McLane to Buchanan, December i, 1845, stated that Aberdeen 
favored arbitration. 

*• Polk's Diary, December 27, 1845. 

** Pakenham to Buchanan, December 27, 1845; Correspond- 
ence relative . . . to the Oregon Territory, 65. Curtis's 
Buchanan, II., 556. 
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ment would let the affair remain where it was and not 
disturb it. "He said the British Government would be 
glad to get clear of the question on almost any terms; 
that they did not care if the arbitrator should award the 
whole territory to us. They would yield it without a 
murmur. I said I had no doubt of it. They never 
played the part of the fox; but always of the lion. 
They would preserve their faith inviolate. He said 
they wished for peace ; but intimated this was not our 
wish. I asked, him why we should desire war. Would 
not their superiority at sea give them command of the 
Coasts of Oregon ? Yes, he said, that was true, but the 
war would not be confined to that region. That he 
would willingly make a bargain to fight it out with 
us there, if we would agree to that." ** 

Buchanan declined Pakenham's proposal for arbi- 
tration. The British minister renewed the offer, this 
time agreeing to include the question of title.** Bu- 
chanan replied that the United States would arbitrate 
no question involving its territorial rights.** 

To McLane the secretary of state now opened the 
door for the British government to come forward with 
a compromise proposition. ^^he Pr^gj^lfnf ly-rnli ntr^"* 
put it into the power of any arbitrator, to. deprive the 
United States of a "foot of the soil of the continent 
south of the forty-ninth parallel of latitude, and of the 
valuable harbors of Puget Sound." He thought likely 
that Congress would order notice to be given, and 
therefore if the British government had a proposition 

^Buchanan's memorandum, Curtis*s Buchanan, 11., 557. 
*■ Pakenham to Buchanan, January 16, 1846 ; Correspondence 
relative . . . to the Oregon Territory, 67. 
** Buchanan to Pakenham, February 4, 1846 ; ibid., 69. 
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it should be made at once. "They have not an hour to 
lose if they desire a peaceful termination of this con- 
troversy." * Even while McLane reported that G reat 
Britain was making extensive preparations for war, 
Polk^felt_that Peel and Aberdeen^ like^Pakenham, jv^^re 
tor peace.** Polk pave it out that his own H ^<sif<^ wac 
to stand for fifty-four degrees, forty minutes, but that 
her^ouTd'refef any suitable proposition to the Senate.- 
Thus Aberdeen was given to understand that the 
President would not reject an offer to settle upon the 
line of forty-nine degrees. Later despatches to Mc- 
Lane put forth this idea more definitely. McLane 
suggested that Aberdeen would probably propose that 
line. Polk consented, although "with reluctance," to 
submit it, if made, to the Senate, but he stipulated that 
the negotiation should not be transferred to London. 
Thus the two p owers were as early as February, 1 846, v 
jiot far ap art. McLane was certain that Aberd een 
was willing to agree to the line of forty-nine degrees. . 
^EolCwaJTwrriTng to .submit .such,.AjCQnipromise to^^h^ 
Senate, knowingjhat.thf Senate ■committeajpiiJoreign 
affairs would favor it . From this time until June, 
when the treaty was finally signed, there was no 
serious danger of any rupture. The speeches in Con- 
gress, it is true, were full of belligerency, but the \r" 

convent ion were so amended that they lost all charac- \ 
ter likely to embarrass the peaceable settlement of the \ 
question. Polk was authorized in his discretion to *"*^ 
give the necessary notice, which he did April 28. With 

* Buchanan to McLane, January 29, 1846 ; Cong. Globe, Ap- 
pendix; 2g Cong., I Sess., 1175. 
^Polk's Diary, January 10, 1846. 
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the copy of the notice sent to McLane, Buchanan in- 
vited the British government to make a proposal for 
the settlement of the question. The rest of the nego- 
tiation was really the formal carrying out of what each 
government already knew the other would agree to. 
Upon the receipt of Polk's notice that the conventio n 
of 1827 was abrogated, Aberdeen formally insfpirtpH 
Pakenham to offer the line of f orty-nine de grees to the 
Padfi c. Yeserv ing to Great Britain, however, the whole 
^of Vancouver^ J5l«ind,.aj]i3.. the.irJEe^ila^^gaJ^oh of the 
Columbia.*' 

Aberdeen's offer came directly after the repeal of the 
Corn Laws had passed the House of Commons.** 
Within a few days after the Corn Bill became a law, 
Peel's ministry resigned and Aberdeen went out of 
office. Pakenham proceeded at once with the nego- 
tiations as instructed by Aberdeen,^ On the fifteenth 
of_Junehe and Buchanan signed 4. convention sub- 
.st antial ly on the lines that Aberdeen had outlined to 
McLane. Tjie line of forty-nine degrees f^^f(^rn\p^(\ ^n 



ithe Pacific : the whole of Vancouver Island remained in 
{Great Britain's hands andih£-^ee navigatioojaJLthe 
i Columbia was coiK;£d£d. Before the treaty was signed, 
Polk stated to the Senate that his own opinions upon 
the Oregon que&tion remained as they had been ex- 
pressed in his annual message. It was a wise plan, 
he stated, -which Washington had adopted, of asking 
. the previous advice of the Senate upon pending 
\^ negotiations. A matter of such magnitude as 

*' McLane to Buchanan, May 18, 1846; Cong. Globe, Ap- 
pendix; 2^ Cong., I Sess., 11 70. 

*"The Com Bill passed the House of Commons upon third 
reading May 15. The Lords passed it June 25. 
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the Oregon question, upon the decision of which 
hung peace or war, was in his judgment very 
properly left to the Senate, not only as a part 
of the treaty- but of the war-making power.* 
The Senate with but little debate resolved that the 
President was "advised to accept the proposal of the 
British Government/' "" Thus he evaded all responsi- ' 
bility for the compromise Imei He made it appear 
That th e proposal for^JLUchV settlement c^^^^ wHoIly 
frnm Qr ^at Britain . It was true that the official pro- 
posal did so come, but not until Polk had let it be y 
understood by Aberdeen and Pakenham that he would 
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not reject it. He cast upon the Senate the responsi 

j-^Qf i>c r<>JA/^fip|^r ni£;ht mean w ar. 

Polk had looked John Bull firmly in the eye, and 
John Bull proposed what he had so often refused. 
But was Polk's firmness the cause of the peaceful an( 
fair settlement? Had Palmerston been in Aberdeen's 
position at the time of Polk's "firm" pronouncement, ^ 

Polk might have lost Oregon. Xhai the Oregon gues- 
tion was settled m the^manner_it.wit^. is one of the 
glories of the administration of Siii Robert P^el. Aber- II \ 

deen's large-rnindednes s an d consi5;fentJylief_that the 
friendship of the United States was worth much more 
to Great Britain than a few degrees of latitude on the 
Pacific: coast ' ar"r^spqnsihle for the settlement that 
JPolk thought to gain by a firm policy." " That" Aterdeen 
was "bluffed" by Polk is absurd. Peel knew that he 
could not retain office after the repeal of the Corn 

**Polk*s message, June 10, 1846; Richardson's Messages, 

IV., 449. 

^Cong. Globe, Appendix; 2g Cong,, i Sess,, 1168. 
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Laws, and it was the part of great statesmanship not 
to leave to his successors in office an impasse that 
had been brought about during his administration. 
Peel could not go Jnto opposition with a war of his 
own creation upon his hands. He would not aggrar 
vate the warlike feelings of England for the purpose 
of maintaining his hold upon office. McLane was 
correctly advised of Peel's attitude when Aberdeen 
sent Pakenham his instructions to propose the com- 
promise line. He wrote to Buchanan that Peel's min- 
istry would resign before the end of June, and that 
in case the new proposal were not accepted promptly, 

I' the new ministry might not agree to as favorable 
terms." Upon the day that the Peel administration re- 
signed, news came that the United States had agreed 
to Aberdeen's offer of settlement, and the second great 
boundary controversy with the mother-country was at 
an end. 

In all the history of the relations of the United States 
with Great Britain no Englishman, showed himself 
to be a better friend to the United States than did 
Lord Aberdeen in his handling of the Ashburton and 
Pakenham negotiations. 

"^Mclyane to Buchanan, May 18, 1846; ibid., 11 70. 
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CHAPTER XI 

Polk's Attemptisd Ni^gotiation ^r Cai^ik^rnia 

1845-1846 

The most important source of information for the 
administration of President Polk is unfortunately still 
in manuscript. In the library of the Chicago Historical 
Society is a set of small note-books in which James 
K. Polk entered from day to day his comments upon 
the measures and men of his time. Beginning in 
August, 1845, the diary continues without a break until 
he left public life. George Bancroft, whose asso- 
ciation with Polk was intimate, first as secretary of 
th> navy and afterwards as minister at the Court of 
St. James, would, had life and mental vigor permitted 
him, have been the historian and perhaps the apologist 
of the administration in which he played so conspicu- 
ous a part. In the Lenox Library at New York is 
a manuscript copy of Polk's diary made under the 
direction of Bancroft. In addition to the originals of 
the diary, the Chicago Historical Society owns a num- 
ber of letters to and from Polk. A large collection of 
Polk's correspondence, in all over ten thousand letters, 
has recently been acquired by the Library of Congress. 
Of these much is related to the years 1845 to 1849. 
Thus the material for a study of Polk's administration 
is enormous, but being divided among the libraries of 
Washington, New York, and Chicago and still un- 
printed, -it is unfortunately somewhat difficult of acjcess. 
The writing of a life of Polk and of a history of his ad- 
ministration based upon the mass of iltipublished mat- 
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ter connected with it is a labor yet to be accomplished. 
The history of the diplomatic events of this adminis- 
tration also rests largely upon unprinted material. 
Those portions of the official correspondence printed at 
the time can be found only in the executive documents 
of the Senate and House, which, buried in government 
publications, rather difficult to obtain, may be said to 
have been printed and not published. The fragments 
so printed are but a small part of the letters and in- 
structions to be found in the department of state. The 
same may be said of the naval and military history 
of the Mexican War. It is believed that no one has 
ever examined all of the records of the war and navy 
departments from 1845 to 1849 for the purposes of 
historical investigation. The best history of the war 
is Ripley's, written soon after the war closed. As to 
the Mexican sources upon the war, it is to be hoped that 
before long a report will be made as to their complete- 
ness and accessibility. 
V The reasons for the lack of published materials for 

Polk's administration are obvious. The results of 
Polk's policy, namely, the conquest of New Mexico and 
California, gave rise to such a rapid succession of 
political events ending in civil war that public atten- 
tion was drawn away from the causes to the conse- 
quences of the Mexican War. Polk's administration 
had no apologists but many vehement critics. The 
dominating influence of slavery left the Mexican War 
as a mere incident in the history of the larger question. 
The history of the Mexican War, therefore, aside 
from the purely military part of it, has been written 
chiefly as a chapter in the history of the slavery ques- 
tion. The momentous national issues that pressed 
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for attention even before Polk retired from office have 
given a twist to the many accounts of the period from 
1845 to 1848. Books appearing soon after the event, 
animated not by a spirit of unbiased historical investi- 
gation, but written with the professed purpose of pre- 
senting a brief against the aggressions of slavery, have 
furnished in large measure the materials for the history 
of the period. The treatment of the subject of the 
Mexican War in the "reviews" of Jay * and Livermore,' 
well constructed and widely distributed as they were, 
and fortified^ by an examination of published docu- 
ments and newspapers, has grown into the narrative 
of Von Hoist. 

Polk came into the presidential chair with a well- 
defined programme. It was, in the main, not one dic- 
tated to the President by his party nor was it formu- 
lated for him by his political associates and advisers. 
His mind alone gave form to the last part of it, and 
four years saw it accomplished. This p f^gj-ammp wa^i 
( i )^ the reduct ion of th^ tariff; (^ ) the esta blishment of 
the^jS-uhtreasi^y ;^(3) ^ the., .settknjent of the Oregon 
question, and (4) the acquisition of California. This 
was a large task to be performed in four years, but 
the accession of the Whig party to power found it com- 
pleted. "Who is Polk?" had been the sneer of his 
political adversaries of 1844. The question was suffi- 
ciently answered when he left office. 

^t the time of Tyler's retirem^nt.diplamati>£.reJations 
with Mexico "h^d beetr suspended. Almonte. the-Mexi- 

* William Jay, A Review of the Causes and Consequences 
of the Mexican War (Boston, 1849). 

'Abiel Abbot Livermore, The War with Mexico Reviewed 
(Boston, 1850). 
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injrmTtofgr ^f VJa^h\ng\QX!i^ <siirr<>nf1erH hjs passportS 

^ the secretary of state, accompany ing his note^ of 
f leave-taking with an angry review of IKe alleged Jips- 
tile attitude of the United States toward his country, 
as shown by t he annexation of Texas. Meanwhile, 
Wjl son Sh annon, our jninisttrJt(),J^S£ic^ 
nianded Jiis , passports . from Rejon^,. the .iiiinister.-x>£ 
foreign relations . Shannon's predecessor, Thompson, 
had pursued the same course but had calculated cor- 
rectly that the request would not be granted/ It was 
Otherwise with Shannon ; Rejon gave him his passports 
and accompanied them with a fierce denunciation of the 
policy of the United States toward Mexico. ^ 

There is a characteristic vein runnmg through the 
diplomatic correspondence of Spanish-speaking envoys, 
from D'Yrujo to De Lome. However much pride 
and vainglory one may see in it, there has been little 
hypocrisy. In the communications to Gorostiza, Al- 
monte, and Rejon, both official and unofficial, invective, 
accusation, and abuse were set forth in terms hardly 
diplomatic. On our side there was as well a continu- 
ous alternation of threat and lecture. [The o nljr^basis 
for successful diplomatic negotiation, which rests 
upon a thorough knowledge and appreciation of the 
Spanish character, was conspicuoiisly lacking. 

PoTk lost no time after his inauguration in making 
plans for carrying out the fourth item of his scheme. 
The stipulation in the Texas joint resolution, which 
left the adjustment of the boundaries of Texas to the 
United States, gave him his opportunity, and he 
grasped it at once. Almonte left New York for Mexico 
April 3, 1845. The same ship carried an agent secretly 
sent by the President to make an effort to reopen dip- 




POLK AND CAU^RNIA 269 

lomatic relations with the Mexican government. This 
secret agent was Dr. William S. Parrott, who had /\ 
practised dentistry some years previously in the City 
of Mexico. He had afterwards engaged in business 
there and had failed, one of his assets being a claim 
against the Mexican government, though of this claim 
Polk, at the time of Parrott's appointment, probably 
knew nothing. 

The instructions giy ^n V^rmff w^n^ in rf^ph Jthe . 
president and ^thf r high ^^ffirifl^fr ^-4^ Meyiran gov- 
ernment and by ovcry hono r able - means te- convince 
the m tha t it was_the tme-intere&t iil..their country to 
r egtore frtVn^ly rd at4^n^p- ^'^vn^n- th^-t w^ repuh hVs ; 
not until he had definitely ascertained the willing- 
ness of Mexico to receive an envoy from the United 
States was he to disclose his own official character. 
"Whilst you ought not to conceal that the re-union of 
Texas with the United States is already decreed and 
can never under any consideration be abandoned, you 
are at liberty to state your confident belief that in 
regard to all unsettled questions, we are pre- 
pared to meet Mexico in a liberal and friendly spirit." 
No specific instructions were given as to the mode, of 
proceeding. "Should you clearly ascertain that they 
are willing to renew our diplomatic intercourse, then, 
and not till then, you are at liberty to communicate 
to them your official character and to state that the 
United States will send a minister to Mexico as soon 
as they receive authentic information that he will be 
kindly received."* 

The selection of William S. Parrott as an agent for 

•Buchanan to Parrott, March 28, 1845; MS., Archives. 
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the reestablishment of diplomatic relations was a 
strange one. Parrott had urged h is claims again st 
Mexico for a lot of English ale in a manner that 
disguste3~TTiompson, as the records of the 'state de- 
partment wo uld have shown. Thompson's comment 
upon Parrott's claim was that it had grown more enor- 
mously than ''Jonah's gourd."* Polk and Buchanan, 
probably ignorant of the matter, selected Parrott be- 
cause he had lived long in Mexico and professed an in- 
timate knowledge of and acquaintance with its leading 
men. The agent reached Mexico before Shannon left. 
His official character was an open secret, and although 
he was persona non grata to the government on account 
of his claim, he was permitted to remain after Shannon 
had departed. Parrott complained to Buchanan that 
British influences prevented him from approaching the 
members of the Herrera government. From the first 
he dwelt upon the strength of British influence and the 
danger of Great Britain's seizure of Upper California.' 
Judging from his correspondence, he seems to have re- 
lied largely upon the newspapers for his information.* 
At first without even a "letter of security," which 
Black, the consul at Mexico, had unsuccessfully re- 
quested for him, and fearful each day of expulsion, 
Parrott managed early in June to get into "indirect" 
communication with the government.^ He reported 
that no one believed that war would be declared against 

* Parrott's claim of $986,880 was reduced to $114,750 by 
the award. MS., Awards, II., 45 ; Department of State. 

• Parrott to Buchanan, May 13, 1845 (received July 2) ; 
MS., Archives. 

• Parrott to Buchanan, May 30, 1845 ; MS., Archives. 

* Parrott to Buchanan, June 10, 1845 ; MS., Archives. 
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the United Sts^tes on account of Texas. "The pre- 
sumption and folly of this people are great, it is true, 
but hardly enough so to force the administration to 
adopt a measure which if persisted in might erelong 
endanger the national existence of their country/'* 
Parrott's disposition, however, was not that of a peace- 
maker. "Nothing but asevere chastisement," he wrote, 
"would secure our people in future." * 

The cabinet of Herrera, which had been loosely held * 
together, was reconstructed in August. ^Parrott re^- 
parted that JJhe n ew - cab ine t w as in accord with Herrera 
and that no war would Ji^e waged xta^accQuntpf Tex_as. 
"There is a desire, even publicly manifested, to re- 
ceive a commissioner from the United States and every 
vessel that arrives at Isla Verde is said to have one on 
board. I Jiaye reason Jo., belle Y£-that-jan envoy from ^ 
theUnited. States^ wguld jiot_onlx.ie_^jdL-necdjted, 
but his arrival wXittld.l2fiiailedjwijth An Envoy 

possessing suitable qualifications for this Court might 
with comparative ease settle over a breakfast the most 
important national question, while such as we have 
lately had here would make matters worse." ** 

Polk had no intention of returning Shannon. Teni 
days after the letter just quoted was received from 1 
Parrott, Polk instructed Bucha nan to w rit e to Jo hn \' 
Slidell-DfJ^pmiiaha, wh_o_K^ offered V 

and had accepted the Mexican mission, that he should ] ^ 

■ Parrott to Buchanan, July 12, 1845 (received September i) ; 
MS., Archives. 

• Parrott to Buchanan, July 26, 1845 (received August 25) ; 
MS., Archives. 

" Parrott to Buchanan, August 26, 1845 (received September 
16) ; MS., Archives. 
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hold himself in readiness to leave for his p ost upon 
one day's no tice." 
X y j On that date, the diary informs us, the Piesidfint— 
announced clea rly to hin rnhinQt thnt hr woiilH try tn 
"adJusTtHrougr 

dary between MexigQ,jaa4jb§. linil^ to 

comprel^ ^ tipper C alifornia aMJjg^K.McxJC^^ and 
to give us a line from the mouth o£.> the 4lk> Grande 
to latitude thirty-two decrees north and thence west 
toTth e radfitr ^orsUfcli an)ounda ry he w as will ing t o 
pay., he said, f orty million dollars , but he could prob- 
ably get it for fifteen or twenty millions. In these 
views the cabinet unanimously concurred. The ap- 
pointment of John Slidell followed quickly upon this 
decisioinrf*the cabinet. 

Slidell, upon whom the strictest secrecy concerning 
his appointment was enjoined, replied that it was be- 
yond belief that the Mexican government would so 
soon receive a diplomatic representative from the 
United States." He felt, as had Polk and his cabinet, 
that no one would dare make any overtures pending 
the election of the president of Mexico, which was 
soon to take place. Parrott's reports, however, al- 
though corroborated by Black and Dimond, consuls 
at Mexico and Vera Cruz respectively, did not fully 
convince the President that Herrera, the president 
ad interim, who was now reelected, was not trying 
to win political capital by warlike threats against the 
, \ United States." 






Polk's Diary, September 17, 1845. 

Slidell to Buchanan, September 25, 1845; Curtis's 
Buchanan, I., 591. 
" Cf. Curtis's Buchanan, I., 588. 
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What Parrott had done was, however, no secret in 
Mexico. On November i , Bl Amigo del Pueblo, a Mexi- 
can newspaper, denounced the government of Herrera 
as engaged in a "horrible treason." "This vile govern- 
ment," it said, "has been and is in correspondence with 
the usurpers. The Yankee Parrott and the American 
consul at Mexico are those who have agreed with the 
government for the loss of Texas, and this ssime Par- 
rott has departed for the North to say to his govern- 
ment to send a commissioner to make with our gov- 
ernment an ignominious treaty on the basis of the 
surrender of Texas and we know not what other part 
of the republic. This is as certain as the existence of 
God in Heaven." The article proceeded in scurrilous 
fashion to characterize Parrott as a shameless sharper 
and adventurer, concluding with the statement that 
Parrott had himself disclosed these secrets on the eve 
of his departure. From Commodore Conner, com- 
manding the naval forces in the Gulf, came despatches 
stating that Mexico was willing to renew diplomatic 
relations and to receive a minister from the United 
States." The cabinet thereupon unanimously agreed 
to Slidell's instructions." 

Parrott's work in Mexico w as completed by October 

18, when ViP l^ft icw Wa Qhingf nn with a J\nffi^Trnrry 

Bl ack, t he American^on sul, w hich stated that he had 
positive and official assucaxicy^^that the Mexican minis- 
try was favorable to an adjustment of the questions in 
dispute between the two republics. The cabinet had 
agreed that Slideirs jformaTappbintment should be de- 



" Polk's Diary, November 6, 1845. 
^Ibid., November 7, 1845. 
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kyed until some official assurances should be had 
that Mexico would receive an envoy, and Black was 
asked to procure them. P arrott arrived at Wash- 
ington Novem ber q. Upon the tenth Buc hanan 
sent^SHHeirhiS it^'^tr"^*^^^"*^, whirh had heen drafted 
■sevet> w ffk? hi^ir^rfi^^ These instructions to Slidell 

'^ are of fundamental importance in rightly under- 
standing Polk's policy toward Mexico.. The Presi- 
dent told Bancroft soon after the inauguration 
that the acquisition of California would be one of 

/the main objects of his administration. ^SlidfiH^s ap- 
j\n\pfmer\f w^s jt secret Every precaution was ob- 
served by Polk to keep his instructions from becom- 
ing public. While confidential instructions may have 
been given Slidell before he left Washington in the 
spring, yet Buchanan's instructions to him are the 
official expression of Polk's policy toward Mexico, and 
these were consistently adhered to. That Polk so con- 
sidered them is proved by the fact that they accom- 
panied the instructions of Commissioner Trist a Jrear 
and a half later, and that they were given official pub- 
licity only when the final treaty was submitted to the 
^enate for ratification. When the House called for 
them Polk stood upon his constitutional prerogative 
and refused to make them public, claiming that to do 
so "could not fail to produce serious embarrassments 
in any future negotiation between the two countries." 
This was as late as January 12, 1848, more than two 
years after the instructions had been drafted, and when 
the war was practically at an end. The cabinet agreed 
with Polk that Slidell's instructions should be kept 
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secret "because the French and British ministers might 
trj; to thwart or defeat the objects of the mission/'" ^ . 
Q^arrott's mission and Slid ell's instructions t^en to- I J^ v 
gether~prove two things: ( i ) that Jthe_Mexican_War \ 
was not the result of th e .annexation olJ^exas^ and 

^/^^^^t^^ I tlir t-pr>p^nit^ nf ^ipinmntif ^^^^^^'^"" ^-^*^ I 

Mexico was for the purpose of secyring-Xlalifnrnin hv I 
purchas^ These instructions are the key^npte toPplk's I 
^gressive pol icy of expansion. ^ The P fesidet^^ de- 1 

could be effected by peacefulmeaflS. '' Claims agains t I 
Mexico, under discussion as far back as Jackson's I 
time, furnished the groundwork of the plan ; the joint / 
re solution annexing Texas gaye th e Preside nt some- 
ihjngjo build ,UpQn. Mexico cou ld not oav the claims 
in cash : the xexan bou nd ary was unsettled . The idea 
of territorial indemnity wa.cj y^|^ jfr^cicfiKl^ nr^n/^lnclnn ; 

let..hgr.. pax-iiDiJafld. . "^ 

The instructions^ toSHdeH first _dwelt upoa the re- 

pnrtfiH desi^rns of ]giirnpean rniintpgs^ipnn Mexico, a 

subject which ever afforded an opportunity for decided 
sta teme nt. Buchanan then said that the claims of 
American citizens upon Mexico would first en- 
gage SlidelFs attention as matters yet unsettled 
by the unratified treaty of 1843. As jyTpy^Y^ 
was not in a positio" ^^^ fs^ffif fV^^c^ i-Wtrr^^ \r% 

imney, the Unite d States^ ,J33HSL. .afi&mpfi ..Jthem-. 
^Phe" plan of doing this is then developed. "Fortu- 
nately," Buchanan said, "the joint resolution of Con-l 
gress, approved March i, 1845, for annexing Texas,' 
presents the means of satisfying these claims in perfect 



^ Ibid., September 16, 1845. 
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consistency with the interests as well as the honor of 
both republics" by the reservation therein to the United 
States of the right to adjust all questions of boundary 
that might arise between it and Mexico. The Rio 
Grande boundary was then discussed, and as to it, 
Buchanan said, "there can be no serious doubt," based 
upon the independence of Texas as a fact not to be 
called in question. New Mexico, on the other hand, 
presented a different question, as it had never been 
conquered or taken possession of by the Texans. In 
case Mexico should agree to fix the boundary from the 
mouth orTKe'T?T5'"Grande iipi the^ m pjFjtbeLprin- 
cipal stream to the point where it touches the line of 
New Mexico, th^ncQ west and north to the iQXty- 
second parallel, so as to include., til&*JKhol^.wi1hio the 
United States, then t his country would assume t^ e 
payme nt of her citizen s' claims BJj[^m{ lyTeviro and 
would pay five millions in addition. The cession 
of upper California was the next tc^ic con- 
sidered, thi s^ province, _said_,B"<^hanan, was al- 
ready practically lost to Mexico and coveted by 

> ..V ' ♦ yv Great Britain and France. "If you can obtain 
{. ?i cession of it,"__the__ secretary sstid^ "you will 

j.LKys \ ^^^ f • render immense service, to your country and es- 

^ tablish an enviable reputation for -yourself. Money 
would be no object when compared with the value of 
the acquisition." For it he might offer twenty-five mil- 
"^ lions, in addition to thie assumption of the claims, or 
five millions less if the southern line was north of Mon- 
terey but included the Bay of San Francisco. Such was 
the difficult errand upon which John Slidell went tp 
Mexico ; as his instructions stated, it was "one of the 
most delicate and important missions which had ever 
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been confided to a citizen of the United States." "The 
people to whom you will be sent are proverbially jeal- 
ous; and they have been irritated against the United 
States by recent events and the intrigues of foreign 
powers. To conciliate their good will is indispensable 
to your success. It would be difficult to raise a point 
of honor between the United States and so feeble and 
distracted a power as Mexico." " 

Polk's disposition . aLtk^ miUtatx^aud .naYalJoxgcs U^^ 

of the United States was in thorough accord witjj his » '^ 
diplomatic policy. In May, 1845, Taylor was^Qrcl^rfid 
*^?^.^P.§s_t;he_ 5iJiixlgLJaita..Tfisa& t o protect it oendiny 

annexation . Taylor prnrA^r^^H fn aHvanrA QQ f^i- flftfj. 

Corp us Christi. Jo nf^, th^ f ^trH^nt n^ ^^^^ft, claimed 
that Donelson^ together with Capta in Stockton, cp m- 

mariHji^g th^ naval fnrrPC iipnr^ .SS^LSSSi^l^J^J^^!^^, 

att emp te d to d ragoon h im i ntp ^^m anHiTigr p cfrongr 

cQncjntrali(to^J^^ 

tary, upon the western border of Texas in anticipation 

of war between^'Mexfco and the United States. Jones 
even went so far as to state that* it was evidently the 
determination of Donelson and Stockton to force a 
war with Mexico for the purposes of further territorial 
aggrandizement. He threW upon Taylor the responsi- x 
bility of his advance to Corpus Christi, claiming that 
Texas was not seriously menaced." 

Whatever may have been the individual activities of 
Polk's agents, the President did not proceed to force 
Mexico into a war. Polk worked for peace^ but at 
the same time prepared fr>r ^iror If ^ar resulted^ .the 1 t 

conquest of California should be its fruit. ' 

^ . - --- ' ^. 

"Buchanan to Slidell, November 10, 1845; S. Bx. Doc. 52, 
30 Cong., I Sess., 71. 
"Jones, Official Correspondence, passim. 
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The gulf squadron under Conner was ordered to 
blockade Vera Cruz in the event of war and to develop 
the fortifications of San Juan d' UUoa.** The naval 
forces in the Pacific under the command of Commodore 
^ \ Sloat were reinforced by parts of the Mediterranean 
and East India squadrons.*^ 5^1n;^| y^f^s^nrHf^rf^d, i" case 
hfjJ^SV^y^f"'^^ ^^ Vir^cfiiifiVg between the United States 
ffn(i MpYiVn^ |n gpi7P San Francisco at^once^. together 

with f ixich nt h^^* "Parifir ports aS his forces would .pfiTr 

-jnit^ In case war did not occur his squadron was to 
cruise along the coast of California to Oregon, "to 
I cheer our citizens in that region by the presence of the 
' American flag." " 

\ Jit Monterey, Thomas 0,..Larkin».Jhft foremost 
Am^rjrgn m^rrlianf fTiffp, had foi* somc _time_ per- 
formed the slight duties of the consular office* _ Duri ng 
the summer.Qfj[S4SJSuchanan received from him re- 

^rts upon the political conditions q£ Califoriii^; the 

• consul reported that the. popt^jpHon W^ apath^tiV and 
>f even disloyal to Mej^icQ^jandJiiaL Great Britain and 

I France bad., evident designs upon the province." 
Lieutenant Archibald H. Gillespie of the marine corps 
.wajs. despatrTieff to Monterey target into communication 

^with Larkin. Gillespie's instructions were secret. No 
copy of them has been found in the navy department, 

"•Bancroft to Conner, "confidential," August 16, 1845; 
August 30, 1845, "secret;" MS., Archives, Navy Department. 

** Bancroft to Commodore Smith, May 13, 1845; Bancroft 
to Parker, June 24, 1845; MS., Archives, >favy Department. 

"Bancroft to Sloat, June 24, 1845; H. Ex. Doc. 60, 30 
Cong., J Sess., 231. 

" Larkin to Buchanan, June 6, 1845 (received September 16) 
and July 10, 1845 (received October 11); MS., Archives. 
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and the precise nature of them cannot be determined.** 
After a dangerous trip through Mexico, in the course 
of which he was forced to destroy all of his papers, 
the lieutenant arrived in Monterey in April, 1846, just 
as active hostilities with Mexico began * Gillespie had 
been sent upon his errand November i, 1845. Shortly 
before this Stockton, who had been appointed to the 
command of the Pacific squadron, was instructed to 
sail under sealed orders to the Sandwich Islands and 
thence directly to Monterey, California. "You will con- 
fer with the consul, gain all the information you can on 
Mexican affairs and do all in your power to conciliate 
the good -feelings of the people of that place toward 
the United States." " To Stockton was entrusted Bu- 
chanan's letter to Larkin, a copy of which Gillespie '^ 
took at the same time." The policy of Polk in refer- 
ence to the acquisition of California was therein out- 
lined. 

"In the contest between Mexico and California we\ ^ 
can take no part unless the former should commence \ 
hostilities against the United States; but should Cali- 
fornia assert and maintain her independence, we shall 
render her all the kind offices in our power as a sister " 

** Polk's Diary, October 30, 1845. Bancroft to Gillespie, 
November i, i&^S. Gillespie received orders April 26, 1843, 
November i, 1845, and April 23, 1846. None contained in- 
structions relative to this errand. MS., Archives, Navy De- 
partment. 

"Larkin to Buchanan, April 17, 1846; MS., Archives. 

"Sealed orders to Stockton (not to be opened until he 
passed the Capes), October 12, 1845; MS., Archives, Navy 
Department. 

" Gillespie committed to memory the contents of Buchanan's 
letter to Larkin, and destroyed the copy upon his arrival at 
Vera Cruz. 
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/ republic. This government has no ambitious aspira- 
/ tions.to gratify and no desire to extend our federal 
I system over more territory than we already possess, 
I unless by the free and spontaneous wish of all the in- 
I dependent people of adjoining territories. The exer- 
cise of compulsion or improper influence to accomplish 
^ch a result would be repugnant to both the policy 
and principles of the government. But whilst these 
/are the sentiments of the President, he could not view 
4 with indifference the transfer of California to Great 
Britain or any other European power. . . . The 
true policy for the present in regard to this question 
is to let events take their own course, unless an at- 
tempt should be made to transfer them [i. e., the people 
of California] without their consent to Great Britain 
or any other European power. . . . Lieut. Archi- 
^^ bald H. Gillespie of the marine corps will immediately 
proceed to Monterey and will probably reach you be- 
fore this despatch. He is a gentleman in whom the 
President reposes entire confidence. He has seen these 
instructions and will cooperate with you in carrying 
them into execution."" 
j\ Th us while Polk upon the one hand aw aited official 
jj assurances from Mexico that she would peacefully 
reestablish diplomatic jreTations with the. United, St^s, 
upoa.thfi..olherlifi.jsignified that he would aid in the dis- 
memberment of Mexico. The expeditions of Fremont 
are beyond the scppe of the present. narrative, but it 
may be stated here that the instructions to Larkin, the 
secret mission of Gillespie, and the exploits of Fre- 
mont are parts of one and the same policy: if peace 

* Buchanan to Larkin, October 17, 1845; MS., Archives. 
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continued wi th Mexico , to attempt to purchase Cali - W< 
f ornia; if piir cHase l ailed^o assist California to thro w / 
off the M exican voke> The instructions to Larkin and* 
Stockton ^n be read in no other light. Events, how- 
ever, moved in a different channel. War and not 
peace followed. California became 2g:rt of the United 
States th rough conques t. ^\ 

John blidell^s aooointment was as ^y^Y fY^"**^^^- 
dinary and minister plpntpnfpnf^'pry ^p M#>yiVn UgQU 

the^pacity \^ which Slidell prp,sented. h^n^elf at 
Mexico turned .lh.ft...que&tiQa .oi^his .reception. Xhe^ 

point was that wh ile Mevir^^ ^^ffht he wimay to receive 
frsHL-thg^lInited States ^^xOfflmisftioynfir ad hoc t o trea 
concerni ng- the Question over which there had beeri a ^ 
r upture of diplomatic; r^^t ions — namely, the annexa- 

ti2iL-2LI?iLas jpLib ..TOS- a.-toteiiy 

diffierex]* .mattaJQ£jbi?X-tQ J?.ceive. a j5gjjHr..«Mi5ter 
to take im_t he usual diplomatic" frinr^j^"^ ^f ^'bf l-^g^- 
tjon, A-,CQmm issioner would be instructed to_ settle 

The reception by-Mpxica.QLa.™njst!^r would ope n the 
door to t he gener al course , of ( iip lomatj c ne got iations 

iijnn^iVVi tfiP AmpnVan miniQff^f Plight hC In^^^^^t^^ > y 

Again, Mexico as a matter of pride would hesitate to\ ^ 
receive a minister, thus acknowledging her announce- 
ment, that annexation was equivalent to war, to be a 




vain and empty threat. So far as Polk and Buchanan 
were concerned they would not have sacrificed any 
national self-respect had a commissioner been sent in- 
stead of an envoy. The boundary between Texas and 

f^W— ■rr-^— ^P^^^ M ■■!■ » t-VM^MV^MMi^* * ■ r r ■— * '-V- 

Mexico, since the action of the Texan congress and 
convention, was unsettled. It had purposely been left 
so by the joint resolutions of annexation. Why Polk 
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/and Buchanan insisted upon sending a minister is a 
matter of conjecture. As far as Parrott's letters re- 
ported upon the reception of a representative, refer- 
ence is made to a minister or tp an envoy. Polk used 
the same expression in his diary, though he must have 
known of the doubts expressed at Washington of the 
reception of a representative with such general func- 
tions." Mexico's attitude toward Slidell turned upon 
this one point, which was seized upon as soon as the 
^ purport of his instructions became known to Herrera's 
government. How these secret instructions leaked out 
is not known. 

Slidell arrived at Vera Cruz late in November and 
proceeded at once to the City of Mexico. - B a rrett, wh o 

^^^]^^IL^i^9S9V^t^^ secretary of legation, followed him 
n company with Gillespie^ en route with despatches 
for Larkin at Monterey." 

Slidell's arrival at the City of Mexico evidently em- 
barrassed HeiTCra,~ whose government, never a strong 
one, was beginning to fear a revolution against it. 
Peiia y Pena, the secretary of foreign affairs, told 
Black that Slidell was not expected until January, and 
that if "Mexico received a commissioner" now it would 
endanger the government." He positively refused to 
receive Parrott as secretary of legation. The enemies 
of Herrera were strong and immediately used Slidell's 
arrival as political capital against the existing admin- 
istration. As soon as Slidell reached Mexico broad- 

" Tyler's Tylers, III., 176; statement of Benjamin E. Green. 

••Slidell to Buchanan, December 17, 1845; postcript MS., 
Archives. Parrott to Buchanan, December 11, 1845; MS., 
Archives. 

"Black to Buchanan, December 18, 1845; S, Ex, Doc. S37» 
rp Cong,, I Sess, 
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sides appeared \)ver the city and told of his plans: to 
ne g-Qtiate with Herrera's g ^yf"^"^^^^ ^"Y ^"^^ ^'^l'^ ^^ 
Tftyas . Nej^J^Ifixicp and the Caliiocaias. The ryep - 
tion of SHdell by Herrera, said the broadsides, would 
be an act ofjffeSSOH. ' 

"* Slidell's des patch, which enclosed one of the se hand- 
bills, was received in Washington January 12. 184 6.^ 
"Ta ylor was ordered forward from Corpus Christi to 
the ^cJ^rai}^^ ^hf following dny.fL-. Thus t he refusal 
to receive SHdell in his capacity as ministe r was talcftn 
as s ufficient g rounds for the, ^rrupatjpn ^^ ^^^ r/Mi*ifry 
b eyond the Nueces^ Slidell, however, did not believe 
that his rejection was final. Bankhead, the British 
minister, was requested by Peiia y Peiia to state to 
SHdell "that the government had in its present critical 
position, feared to compromise themselves by receiving 
him, that had they been free to act they would have 
pursued a different course, and that, should they suc- 
ceed in putting down the movements of Paredes, they 
would take the necessary steps to bring about a renewal 
of 'diplomatic relations^"" 

Buchanan supplemented SUiell's instructions by ; 
stating that the President desired the negotiations t 
brought to a conclusion with as little delay as possible. ! 
"He desires to submit the result to Congress before j 
the termination of the approaching session, sfittiat,; 
jn_the ev ent of a f;|| j]uye^ prompt and energetic meas-j 
ures ma_y be adopted on our part to'redress the Thjuriesi 
which our citizens have sustained frorjL Mexico."^ -If 

"Polk's Diary, January 13, 1846. 

" Slidell to Buchanan, December 29, 1845 (received January 
23, 1846) ; MS., Archives. 
"Buchanan to Slidell, November 19, 1845; MS., Archives. 
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Slidell succeeded in conclndirig a treaty upon the lines 
of his instructions, he was to have it ratified by the 
Mexican government before its transmission to the 
United States. After the receipt of Slidell's first letter, 
in which he reported that Herrera declined receiving 
him immediately, Buchanan advised him of the orders 
to Taylor and to the gulf squadron, which was to 
rendezvous before Vera Cruz. "Should war become 
inevitable, the President will be prepared to conduct 
it with vigor."" 

JHi e revdlutio njindftf ParfiHpg gain<>H ViPaHwf^,y, anH 

seQn_tfie_government ::i) HfirreEa..-wai--4tt«erthixuaai. 
J'are d es wa s as belligerent as Herrera had beai^eace- 
able. SHdell, however* contiilued to feel assured that 
the new government would receive hiiTij, He waited 
until tEe~mrd3re or'March, hoping each day that 
Paredes would direct that he be received. His expec- 
tations wfere in vain. T he new minister of^f oreign 
affairs sent Sli dell hi s passports ^.t!,cL dfflnifply rpfnsf^H 
to receive him/ ^ "Be assured," wrote Slidell to Bu- 
tchanan, enclosing Castillo's refusal, "that nothing is 
•.to be done with these people until they shall have been 
'chastised.'* " 

Polk^ howeyer^had Ira mindto 

"chastise" Mexico. The Oregon negotiations pre- 
sented one obstacle to the immediate carrying out of 
his j)lans. The danger of having two wars on hand 

"Buchanan to Slidell, January 20, 1846; S. Ex. Doc, 337, 
2g Cong., I Sess., 44. 

••Castillo y Lanzas to Slidell, March la, 1846; Slidell to 
Castillo y Lanzas, March 17, 1846; ibid, 

•'Slidell to Buchanan, private, March 15, 1846 (received 
April 17, "night") ; MS., Archives. 
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was grave enough to delay active measures against ! 
Mexico, although at no time did Folk seenf seriously 
to^ feaFT' rupturgLwith. Gte^ .Britarn ori^ account of 
Oregon. It was apparent tha t ^lidyll's nii<^«^'^" ^^^ 1 
a failure . California was "^^ tff hf pvr^^i>g^^ ^g t^** 
r esult of a neeptiationupon theclaims a nd the Texa s : 
boundar y. The next step was to be an openly aggre s-\t/ 
sive movem ^rit ^frajngt Mexico . Until th e Oregon ques- * 

tion was out of the way. Polk wanted SlidelTto'teni^ 
gorize and not finally to close the door to negotiation. 
Instead of calling Slidell home, he was ordered to \ 
make further efforts to obtain recognition. Buchanan f 
wrote Slidell, March 12, 1846: "The Oregon question 
is rapidly approaching a crisis^ ^ By the steam packet 
which will leave Liverpool on the 4th of April, 
if not by that which left on the 4th instant, the Pre3i- 
dent expects information which will be decisive on the 
subject. The prospect is that our differences with 
Great Britain may be peacefully adjusted, though this 
is by no means certain. Your return to the United \ 
States before the result is known, would produce con-^ 
siderable alarm in the public mind and might possibly n 
exercise an injurious influence on our relations with/ 
Great Britain." " 

Slidell, who had previously no . intimation that his 
mission had any connection with the Oregon negotiaA 
tion, was on his way home when Buchanan's last let- 
ter reached him. "Had such a hint been given to me i 
there could have been no difficulty in procrastinating 
indefinitely an issue with the Mexican government, 
and however disagreeable and even false, my personal 

"Buchanan to Slidell, March 12, 1846; MS., Archives. 
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position might have been, ... no inconvenience 
to myself would have prevented me from performing 
my duty." " With the departure of Slidel l the plan of 
acquiring California bxjipaceful. means was shdwcTTo 
be a failure. 

filiHell (^\^ not heliPivp that t>e Paredes government 

would be able to maintain itSfilf •_ .T'^^J?^.^ ^^. many 
Mexicans were turned to Cuba, where Santa Anna 
was^living in exile. No one else could rally* about him 
so much strength as the former popular idol. In the 
letter in which he reported the definite refusal of the 
Paredes government, Slidell wrote: "I shall not be 
surprised soou to hear of Santa Anna arrived at Vera 
Cruz and of a pronunciamento in his favor by the gar- 
,rison there. If he have the nerve to take the. step 
and get possession of Vera Cruz, he will .£asily:^ut 
down Paredes. Should he arrive before my departure, 
I will ascertain Tiis views in relation to the United 
States, and if I find them favorable, will not hurry my 
departure from Vera Cruz, but in the meanwhile, my 
expectation of amicable arrangements through Santa 
Anna ought not to delay the application which the 
President intends making Congress." ^ "Should Santa 
Anna be the successor of Paredes, the prospect would 
be better, but some time would be necessary to prepare 
his partisans for a step so unpopular as negotiation, 
and should he be disposed to take it, he would not 
scruple to make the preliminary overtures.^ 



99 «1 



"Slidell to Buchanan, April 2, 1846; MS., Archives. 

^Slidell to Buchanan, March 15, 1846 (received April i, 
"night") ; MS., Archives. 

* Slidell to Buchanan, April 2, 1846 (received April 16) ; 
MS., Archives. 
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Santa Anna was the successor of Paredes. Polk was 
alreadj^in possessTon of banta Anna s pretended views 
toward" the United States. Events were no w rapidly 
approachinc: wan The clash jwith Taylor at tlie'llio 
Grande was a fortunate circumstance for the adminis- 



tration. Before the news of Tavlor's Aght rea ched 

him Pofk had detemiriisiltQjisdar^ Mexico. 

His statement that J^' war existed by the act of Mexico" 
was as inaccurate as the belief that w ar was the neces- 1 
sary consequence of the annexation of fexas. 




A 
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CHAPTER XII 

The Outbreak oi^ the Mexican War 

It has been demonstrated, it is believed, that the 
Mexican War was not the result of the annexation of 
Texas. Xhe Mexican War was waged for the pur- 
pose of conquest, for the fulfillment of Polk's designs 
Upon California. War wou ld have been declared 
against Mexico had the Mexicans not crossed the Rio 
Grande or come into conflict with Taylor. Again, Polk 
believed war with Mexico would be a small affair, 
scarcely ninety days in duration, to be terminated by 
a peaceful surrender of California, arranged by Santa 
Anna. 

' . The. first-part of Polk's policy toward Mexico had 
; Jjeen to^acquirje .California by purchase. This attempt 
failed under Slidell. Herrera's successor, Paredes, re- 
f us.ed to receive Slidell. Nothing was to be hoped for 
through diplomacy. 
V One day in February, after Polk had ordered Taylor 

forward to the Rio Grande and was awaiting the news 
of Slidell's final rejection, a visitor was admitted to the 
White House for a confidential conversation with the 
President. Polk, whose diary is usually terse in its 
comment upon men and things, deemed the communi- 
cation of his visitor to be of sufficient importance to 
be entered in full in his book. Through this entry in 
the diary one is let more fully into the confidences of 
this close-mouthed and secretive President than were 
the members of his own cabinet. No less an authority 
than Bancroft has stated that Polk was the "master 
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of his own cabinet and not ruled by the ablest of his 
advisers. Qne trait which gave him this rontrnllin g- 
advantage^ was^ his power of secrery^ whiVh was go 
Teaij hat those jwho^e..offirial intprrourse was closest 
.Jim were unjaJbk.i;QL,traceL.„thfc.^cQiir.se-^ his 
thoughts/ * The diary has disclosed the secrets kept 
from the cabinet. 

"Friday, Peby. 13-1846 — Some company today until 
12 o'clock," says the diary. "Among those who called 
was Col. Atacha, who called on me in June last. He 
is a Spaniard by birth, but says he has become a 
naturalized citizen of the U. S. He has lived at New 
Orleans and spent many years in Mexico. He was 
with Santa Anna when his government was over- 
thrown last year, was himself arrested but it being 
made known that he was a naturalized citizen of the 
U. S., he was ordered out of the country. He called 
on me in June last to present claims against the gov- 
ernment of Mexico, with a view to have their payment 
urged by the Govt, of the U. S. _Col. Atacha stated 
this A. M. he had visited Genl. Santa Anna in his 
"ex ile "a t HHvannah & that he had left him a jrnonth 
ago — His conversation with me, he said, he desired to 
be confidential. He represented that Santa Anna was 
in constant communication with his friends in Mexico 
and received by every vessel that left Vera Cruz, hun- 
dreds of letters. He intimated that the recent revo- 
lution in Mexico headed by Paredes met Santa Anna's 
sanction, & that Santa Anna might soon be in power 
again in Mexico. He sa id that San ta Anna was in 
favor of a TreatjMvithjthe^^ S. and that in adjusting 
the boundary between the two countries the Del Noirte 
should be the western Texas line and the Colorado of 
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thejfesti f^rawn through the bay. of San Francisco 
to the. ge5i^.§hQiild,be the^Mexican line on the north & 
that Mexico should cede all east and north of these 
•^natural bQimdaties to the XJ. S. fpr^a^pecuniary con- 
sideration, ^&^. JUgnt ioned thirty m il lions of dol lars as 
the sum. This sum, he said, Santa Anna believed 
would pay the most pressing debts of Mexico & sup- 
port the army until the condition of the finances could 
be improved & enable the govt, to be placed on a per- 
manent footing. Col. Atacha said that Santa Anna 
was surprised that the U. S. naval force had been with- 
drawn from Vera Cruz last fall, & that Genl. Taylor's 
army was kept at Corpus Christi instead of being sta- 
tioned on the Del Norte & that the U. S. would never 
be able to treat with Mexico without the presence of an 
imposing force by land and sea, & this Col. Atacha 
added was his own opinion. Col. Atacha did not say 
that he was sent by Santa Anna to hold this conver- 
sation with me. He said that he had told Santa Anna 
he had seen me in June & that he would see me again, 
as soon as he reached Washington. Col. Atacha re- 
quested that this conversation should be considered as 
confidential." * 

At the cabinet meeting the next day Polk related the 
substance of Atecha's conversation. "Different mem- 
bers . . . expressed opinions concerning it. The 
idea of sending a confidential agent to confer with 
Santa Anna was mentioned. Mr. Walker was inclined 
to favor it & Mr. Buchanan was decidedly opposed to 
it. I remarked that if such an agent were to be sent 
Gen. C. P. Van Ness, foraier minister to Spain, would 

* Polk's Diary, February 13, 1846. 
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be the best selection in the country. I stated that I 
did not propose to send such a messenger but had 
merely suggested it, in view of the information given 
me ... by C ol. i\ tacha. The subject after a 
short conversation was dropped."* Santa Anna's 
emissary had made enough of an impression upon the 
President for Polk to cast about for a suitable person to 
meet Santa Anna. Atecha did not let the matter rest, 
but, once having the ear of the President, returned at 
the earliest opportunity for a further conference. The 
diary records: "He repeated that Gen. Santa Anna! 
was in favor of a treaty between Mexico and the U. 1 
States, by which the former should for a pecuniary 
consideration cede "to "IFe 'U.'"S(:ates all the country 
east of the Del "Norte and north of the Colorado of 
the West, & had named thirty millions of dollars as 

a_ sum that would be satisfactory. I then remarked 

~ ...» 

that Mexico must satisfy the claims of American citi- 
zens, & that if the Government of Mexico had any 
proposition to make, such as was suggested, it would 
be considered when made, to which Col. Atacha said 
that no government in Mexico dared to make such a 
proposition, for if they did so, there would be another 
revolution by which they would be overthrown. He 
said they must appear to be forced to agree to such 
a proposition. He went on to give his own opinion 
and as he said that of Gen. Santa Anna that the U. 
States should take strong measures before any settle- 
ment could be effected. He said an army should be 
marched at once from Corpus Christi to the Del Norte 
& a strong naval force assembled at Vera Cruz, that 

'Ibid., February 14, 1846. 
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our minister should withdraw from Jalapa & go on 
board one of our ships at Vera Cruz & in that position 
should demand the payment of amount due our citi- 
zens ; that it was well known the Mexican Government 
was unable to pay in money & that when they saw a 
strong naval force ready to strike on their coasts and 
border, they would, he had no doubt, feel their danger 
& agree to the boundary suggested. He said that 
Paredes, Almonte & Genl. Santa Anna were all will- 
ing for such an arrangement, but that they dare not 
make it, until it was made apparent to the Archbishop 
of Mexico & the people generally that it was necessary 
to save their country from war with the U. States. He 
said the last words which Genl. Santa Anna said to 
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him , wh en he was leavin^„Havana,,jLJPiQILtb. a go, was 
^When you see the President, tell him to take strong 
measures, & siich^ treaty can be made & I will s us- 
tain it.' CoLAtacha said the Government of Mexico 
wasliidebted to the Archbishop half a million of dol- 
lars, & he would be reconciled, by an assurance by the 
Mexican Government that he should be paid, when 
this consideration should be paid by the U. States. 
He said Paredes and Almonte were both in favor 
of such a settlement if they dare make it, and that 
Genl. Santa Anna concurring with them would sup- 
port them in it. He said (Genl. Santa Anna) that the 
state of things would be in such a condition that he 
would return to Mexico in April or May, & would 
probably go into power again, but that he & Paredes 
must have money to sustain themselves. He said that 
with half a million in hand they could make the Treaty 
& sustain themselves for a few months & until the 
balance was paid. ... He (CoL A) intimated an 
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intention to return to Havana & as I inferred a desire 
to bear to Gen. S. A. the views of the Gpvt. here. To 
this intimation I gave no reply. My object in the con- 
versation being to obtain information but not to dis- 
close my own views. Col. A. is [a] person to who [m] 
I would not give my confidence. He is evidently a 
man of talents and education but his whole manner 
of conversation impressed me with a belief that he 
would betray any confidence reposed in him when it 
was his interest to do so. I therefore heard all he said 
but communicated nothing to him." * 

In all this there is no intimation that Polk con- 
sidered it reprehensible fcTTipId^'conferences with an i 
"agent of Santa Anna, an exile from Mexico, who was, 
glotting to regain power and to that end desired the 
assistance of the United States.. Ai echa's proposition 
was that Polk should assist Santa Anna back into 
Mexico upon the understanding that the dismember- 
ment of Mexico would follow. Had Polk done no- 
thing more than listen to Atecha's suggestions, 
these entries in the diary would not be of more than 
passing interest. The confidential communications, | 
however, became the Basis for ^Polk's acfiorisT^T^'"'^"* / 

In the cabinet at its next meeting Polk again re- 
ferred to Atecha's communications. The President 
told the cabinet that new instructions should be given 
Slidell ; that he should press for an immediate decision 
from Paredes as to his reception; and that in case he 
were definitely refused he should go upon one of the 
United States vessels of war off Vera Cruz and from 
it demand the immediate payment of the claims against 
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*Ibid:, February 16, 1846. 
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Mexico. Tr^gs^j^ RP<fw^^ was madf, to Slidell's 
demand, tHeTPresident would send a^ message tpCon- 
eress "^'calling^ on that body to cause another demand 
to be made by Mr . Slidell from on board a vessel pf 
war on the Mexican Government to pay our demands 
and if this was refused by Mexico to confer authority 
on the Executive to take redress into our own hands 



9f « 



'^y aggressi ve measures. 

Pgl^^fiplaxi did not have the unanimous approval of 
his cabinet. Buchanan, always timid, opposed it. 
Walker, Marcy, and Bancroft coincided with Polk. 
Johnson, the postmaster-general, inclined to side with 
Buchanan but was willing "to acquiesce." Polk notes 
that Buchanan was "in a bad mood," but finally, 
though not with good grace, agreed to prepare Slidell's 
new instructions as the President desired/ Under 
more recent information from Vera Cruz Polk delayed 
the letter to Slidell until March 12, when Slidell was 
ordered to get a final answer from Paredes as to his 
reception. A part of these instructions was printed 
under a call from the Senate. A part of them was 
omitted. In this suppressed part Slidell was told, be- 
fore finallyZBostnglhis mis§toiT5^"fso^^^ on 
the subje ct of the financial necessities of his govern- 
ment. "It would be easy for you to make known to 
him in some discreet manner that the United States 
were both able and willing to relieve his administration 
from pecuniary embarrassment, if he would do us 
justice and settle the question of boundary between 
the two republics. A treaty for this purpose, under 
your instructions, if ratified by Mexico and trans- 

^Ibid., February 17, 1846. 
'Ibid., February 17, 1846. 
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mitted to the United States, could be returned in a 
brief space with the ratification of the President and 
Senate. In the meantime Paredes could command 
immediately funds on such an assurance."* 

As has been seen, by the time Slidell received this 
communication he had left for the United States. 
No further overtures were made to Paredes. Polk 
had Santa Anna in his mind and based his hopes upon 
that exile's return to power. 

From now on, PoHc.prnrreflpri to Art IliDOTT ,hiSi-dp- 

cision to ca )) upon C(^nprres5; \^ fal^^ f^g-prre.qsive. ^^jgn 

t oward Me xicojjpQiLlhfi assuiJiptinn that Shdeirs mig- 
^^^^IL^tJL i?^^^^ ^^ ^^^^ certain members of the 
House and Senate into his confidence and asked them 
to support an appropriation of a million dollars to be 
placed in his hands "to be used in exacting an adjust- 
ment of our differences with Mexico." Calhoun was 
willing to grant all the money needed for obtaining 
the cession of Mexican territory, but he opposed an 
"appropriation in advance^ a&. it .32KQuld. become public 
and embarrass the Oregon negotiation." ' From Slidell 
came finally (April 7) the news that Paredes would 
not receive him. Polk told the cabinet that he would 
make a communication to Congress asking "for legis- 
lative measures & take the remedy into our own hands." 
With this idea all the cabinet agreed.* The message 
Polk decided to delay until Slidell had returned to 
Washington, but he was so eager for action that, upon 

•Buchanan to Slidell, March 12, 1846; partly printed in 
S. Bx, Doc, 337, 2g Cong., i Sess., 54. MS., Archives. Curtis's 
Buchanan, L, 596. 

' Polk's Diary, March 30, 1846. 

" Ibid., April 7, 1846. 
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Calhoun's remonstrance that nothing be done until the 
Oregon question was settled, he replied that he would 
proceed against Mexico during the present session of 
Congress whether the Oregon difficulty was settled 

or not.* Op thfi twenty-fiiighti| nf Apri!j')itLJ'9tic^ ^^ 
to Ore^on^ passed hy Pnngrpss, Yias.^igped. The cabi- 
net decided- that it- was time to -act.^ayianLMgj^Q'** 

told Polk that "but one course, tpwards Mexico was 

^ ^'^ ■*», ,,^, ->••»« • — 

left to ^e United States,, and that w^^a -tQ^^t^ke^e 

r^dr?i^^ gf the wrnngR ^,^d injVIP^Jg W^iVh wft b^d SO 
lon g borne from Mexico into onr.awn ViHlfdg and act 
with promptness and ener gy. In this I agreed with 
him and told him it was only a matter of time 
when I would make a communication to Congress upon 
that subject and that I had made up my mind to do 
so very soon."" 

On May o the cabinet agree d that if the Mexi- 
/ cans at Matamoros committed any act of Tiostility 
f against Taylor'^war 'should follow, with a message to 
I Congress. Polk said he had no new advices, but that 
we had ample cause for war; that things could not 
remain in statu quo nor would he remain silent much 
longer. He then stated that he expected to make his 
communication to Congress by the following Tuesday, 
May 12. He asked the cabinet if he. should then de- 
clare war. jill said yes except Bancroft, who stated 
that he would "feel better satisfied in his course if the 
Mexican forces had, or should, commit any act of 
hostility." Thus in a cabinet meeting^ confessing that 

• Ibid., April 18, 1846. 
""Ibid., April 28, 1846. 
"^Ibid., May 8, 1846. 
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no new advices had be en received from Taylor, and 

acknowledging that the Mexicans h ad not committe d 
any aggressidfa against^ the American Xqxqi^s, Polk and 
his cabinet agreed to as k Congress to declare w ar 
^ga^n&t Mexico. Ngi^^only thJSa but the dat e was set 

By one of those strange happenings that result in> 
the concealment of man's real motives, on the very ■ 
night following the meeting of the cabinet at which 
Polk had named a date for the sending of his war 
messaere came the n ews of th e passage of the Rio 
Grande by the Mexicans and of the killing of Taylor's ;, >. 
t£0Qp3. The next day Polk spent in preparing h is I 
message^. Circumstances now permitted this to be 
drafted in accordance with the wishes that Bancroft 
had expressed. That' day was Sunday, May lo. Polk's 
entry in his diary is as follows: "At ioj4 o'clock I 
retired to rest. It was a day of great anxiety to me, 
and I regretted the necessity which had existed, to 
make it necessary for me to spend the Sabbath in the 
manner I have." " 

"War exists by the act of Mexico," Polk told Con- , 
gress May ii, 1846. Had the news from Taylor not 
been received when it was. Congress might have been 
informed that on account of the refusal of Paredes to 
receive Slidell, who had gone to make settlement of the 
claims of American citizens, the patience of the United 
States was exhausted; and that the honor and self- 
respect of the United States could no longer permit 
Mexico to delay payment of righteous and long delayed 
claims. Whether Congress, which followed Polk in 

"^Ibid., May 9, 1846. 
''Ibid., May 10, 1846. 
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decla ring that war existed hy fh^ ^^^ ^^ Mexico, would 

^ have sustained the..PresidexiLJn.„^.jK<u:. that from the 

I outset would admittedly have been one of aggression, 

'it is impo5siUeto.-state._^Taylor^_s_ldrmish with the 

MpYJrang yy^Q an nrriirr^nrp that g^Ved V^^^^ from 

a dangerous situation. 

In all this Polk did not lose sight of Santa Anna. 
The reports of Slidell, Conner, and finally of Atecha 
were not forgotten. Two days after the war message, 
Bancroft sent this order to Conner, commanding the 
naval forces before Vera Cruz. "Privatf and rnn&^ 
\^ \ dential. ^If jSantaAnn a endea vors to enter the Mgxi- 
can ports, you will allow him to pass freely." Atecha 
had said that Santa Anna would attempt to return to 
Mexico in April or May. The date of Bancroft's 
order gives the impression that Polk believed Atecha's 
prediction would be verified. Polk was premature in 
this. Paredes was still in control of the government. 
A month later Polk sent Commander Alexander Slidell 
Mackenzie to Havana with a copy of Bancroft's order. 
What Mackenzie was ordered to do further than to 
get into communication with Santa Anna and to sound 
him as to his attitude cannot be ascertained from the 
records of the navy department." 

Among the Bancroft-Polk papers in the Lenox Li- 
brary, New York, are copies of these reports made by 
Macken^ to Buchanan. The following is the fullest 

"MS., Records, Navy Department. Copy of Conner's order 
placed in Mackenzie's hand June 4, 1846. Mackenzie to Ban- 
croft, June (July) 7, 1846 (received July 22), says he arrived 
at Havana June S, and has attended to the matters for which 
he was instructed. Buchanan's overture for peace was dated 
July 27. Schouler, IV., 536; Benton, II., 681. See also des- 
patches of Consul Campbell at Havana. MS., Archives. 
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and IS included here in extenso because it is believed 
not to have been published hitherto. No apology is 
offered for the insertion of so long a document, for 
it is a necessary link in the chain of events in which 
Polk and Santa Anna played so important a part." 



St ^ 
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Havana 7 June 1846 
Sir. 
I have the honour to state that I arrived here on 
the evening of the 5. July, and early on the 6. saw 
the U. S. Consul, and delivered to him your letter. 
Mr. Campbell readily and cordially complied with your 
request to assist me in the business with which I was 
charged. lie immediately conducted me for the pur- 
pose of introduction to General Santa Anna's house. 
General Santa had given orders not to be disturbed. 
I left my card, writing on it that I bore a message from 
the President of the United States and would return 
at 8 P. M. I did so, and was courteously received, 
I had only read to him your letter to the Consul, 
stating that I possessed the confidence of the Presi- 
dent, and the copy of the order which had been given 
by Commodore Connor to allow him to pass, and added 
a few words of the President's message, when he told 
me that he had visitors in the adjoining room, but 
would be glad to see me at 7 the following morning, 
when he would talk with more freedom. 

"I waited upon him accordingly this morning and 
remained with him three hours. I began by reading to 
him a paper which I prepared on the evening of the 
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These copies are dated June (July) 7 and July 11, 1846. 
Santa Anna in his autobiography says nothing about Mac- 
kenzie's visit 
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day on which I received the President's instructions, 
and subsequently submitted to Mr. Slidell who was 
present, to be verified by his recollections. The fol- 
lowing is a copy of the paper thus translated to him : 

" 'The United States having taken up arms to re- 
sist the attack of the intrusive Military Government 
of General Paredes in Mexico, are determined to 
prosecute the war with vigour, until full redress is ob- 
tained for the wrongs which their citizens have re- 
ceived from Mexico through a long series of years. 

" 'Still the President of the United States is desir- 
ous, as he stated in his message to Congress, recom- 
mending the recognition of the existence of the war 
thus begun by Mexico not only to terminate hostilities 
speedily, but to bring all matters in dispute between 
his government and Mexico, to an early and amicable 
adjustment. 

" *To attain this object the President would hail with 
pleasure the over-throw of the existing military des- 
potism of General Paredes, which has sprung into 
power by cherishing hostility among his countrymen / 
against the United States, and which has no hope for 
support but in the prolongation of the war; to be re- 
placed by a government more in harmony with the 
wishes and true interests of the Mexican people, which 
cannot be allowed by a prolongation of the war; a 
government sufficiently enlightened and sufficiently 
strong to do justice to foreign nations and to Mexico 
herself. 

" 'Believing that General Santa Ana best unites the 
high qualifications necessary to establish such a gov- 
ernment, and that as a well-wisher of his country he 
cannot desire the prolongation of a disastrous war, the 
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President of the United States would see with pleasure \ 
his restoration to power in Mexico. In order to pro- 1 
mote as far as he is able such a result, he has already I 
given orders to the squadron blockading the Mexican 
ports, to allow General Santa freely to return to his 
country. 

" 'The President of the United States will agree to 
no armistice with General Paredes, until he himself 
proposes to treat of peace, and gives satisfactory guar- 
antees of his sincerity. With General Santa Ana, should 
he return to power in Mexico, the President would 
consent to the suspension of active hostilities by land, 
still maintaining the blockade of the mexican coasts, 
on either ocean, provided General Santa Ana announces 
his readiness to treat. In that event an American 
Minister, clothed with full powers, will be at hand to 
proceed at once to Mexico, and offer General Santa 
Ana terms for the settlement of every existing difficulty 
between the two countries. 

" 'These terms will be liberal ; measured less by the 
power of the United States, by the comparative weak- 
ness of Mexico in existing circumstances, by the rights 
which conquest and the usage of nations might justify, 
than by a sense of their own magnanimity. As at 
present advised the President might demand no in- 
demnification for the expenses of the war. Having 
obtained full recognition of the claims due for spolia- 
tions on his aggrieved countrymen — , he would be 
prompted to pay liberally for the establishment of 
such a permanent geographical boundary between the 
two countries as would effectually tend to the con- 
solidation of both. 
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'Portions of the northern territory of Mexico con- 
sist of unappropriated lands, or of tracts thinly peo- 
pled; partly peopled already by natives of the United 
States. These portions of her territory, probably at 
this moment in the military possession of the United 
States, Mexico in the adjustment of such a treaty will 
be invited to cede for an ample consideration in ready 
money, which will serve to restore her finances, con- 
solidate her government and institutions, and building 
up her power and prosperity, tend to protect her 
against further encroachments, and secure her that 
station among the republics of the new world, which 
the President of the United States desires to see her 
occupy; and which he believes will alike contribute to 
the greatness and happiness of Mexico, and of the 
United States. 

"'Such objects being happily obtained, the animosi- 
ties between the two countries being buried with the 
conflict in which they have been engaged, the President 
would hope to see a beneficial intercourse of friendship 
and commerce grow up between them, to be perpetu- 
ally augmented with the lapse of years; and with no 
other rivalry between them — , than that of a noble 
competition in the cause of civilization, and in doing 
honor to their common name of Republics.' 

"General Santa Ana received the message of the 
President with evident satisfaction, and expressed his 
thanks for the order that had been given with regard 
to the Gulf Squadron's permitting him to return to 
Mexico. He spoke with deep interest of his interview 
with General Jackson in Washington, and of the man- 
ner in which that venerable man had himself raised in 
the bed of sickness on which he was extended, to greet 
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with cordiality a brother soldier in distress ; and seemed 
duly to estimate the high and noble qualities which dis- 
tinguished him. He spoke also of the kindness he had 
received from Mr. Forsyth and of the favorable im- 
pression that gentleman had made on him. He re- 
marked that if he was disappointed in his hopes of re- 
turning to his country; if monarchy should be estab- 
lished there, or if it should remain a prey to anarchy, 
he intended to settle permanently in Texas, and be- 
coming a citizen of the United States, share with his 
children the destinies of our country. He dwelt with 
apparent frankness on his regrets for the errors of 
his past administration of the affairs of his country, 
and on his intentions should he be again restored to 
power to govern in the interests of the masses, instead 
of parties, and classes. Among the measures of re- 
form which he contemplated was reducing the wealth 
and power of the clergy, and the establishment of free 
trade. He showed me a letter which he had just re- 
ceived from an influential friend in the City of Mexico, 
urging his speedy return, and giving a lamentable pic- 
ture of the conflict of parties in his unhappy country. 
In the course of our conversation as to the nature of 
the boundary we would require, he spoke of the 
Nueces, as having always been the boundary of Texas, 
and enumerated the various states, portions of which 
lay to the north of the Rio Bravo. I told him that 
neither the President nor the people of the United 
States would ever consent to any line north of the Rio 
Bravo, which was a large river, indicated by nature 
as a suitable boundary between two great states; that 
I was unacquainted with the precise views of the 
President, further than they might be in conformity 
with the general sentiment of the country, as to the 
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extent. of the cession Mexico would be required to 
make. That the popular sentiment would look for a 
line, which, starting from a given point on the Rio 
Bravo, would run due west to the Pacific along a 
parallel of latitude, so as at least to take in the port of 
San Francisco in California. That in general terms 
we should retain what would be deemed sufficient to 
give us a permanent boundary, from what we had 
already conquered ; but that in doing so we would not 
avail ourselves, like other great nations, of the rights 
of conquest, but from a sense of magnanimity, and for 
our own satisfaction, as well as to conciliate the 
friendship of Mexico, we would pay liberally for what- 
ever we might retain. In' reply to an enquiry I made 
of him, he informed me that no commissions for pri- 
vateers had been issued by the Mexican Government, 
of whose movements his correspondence kept him fully 
informed. Such a measure of annoyance had been 
considered by the existing government, but it had been 
deemed impracticable. 

"Subsequently to or during the continuance of this 
conversation in part, he drew up the following note 
of what he desired to communicate in reply to the 
President. This I copied at his request and read over 
to him to see that it corresponded word for word with 
the original, which he then destroyed. 

" *Senor Santa Ana says : that he deplores the situa- 
tion of his country: that being in power, he would 
not hesitate to make concessions rather than to see 
Mexico ruled by a foreign prince, which the monarch- 
ists are endeavoring to introduce ('Elevar,' rather 
'raise up') ; that being restored his country, he would 
enter into negotiations to arrange a peace by means of 
a treaty of limits ; that he especially prefers a friendly 
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arrangement to the ravages of war which must be 
calamitous for his country: that although the repub- 
licans of Mexico labour to recall him and place him 
at the head of the government, they are opposed by 
the monarchists, headed by Paredes and Bravo: That 
he desires that republican principles should triumph in 
Mexico, and that an entirely liberal constitution should 
be established there; and this is now his programe: 
That if the government of the United States shall pro- | 
mote his patriotic desires, he offers to respond with] 
such a peace as has been described. He desires that' 
the mediation of England and France may not be ac- 
cepted; and that every effort should be directed to- i 
wards promoting his return to power in Mexico, by 
protecting the Republican party. To attain this object 
he considers it necessary that General Taylor's army 
should advance to the city of Saltillo, which is a good 
military position," compelling General Paredes to fight J 
as he considers his overthrow easy : " and this being { 
effected General Taylor may advance to San Louis 
Potosi, which movement will compell Mexicans of all 
parties to recall Santa Ana. 

""On asking him at this point if Monterey was a good 
Military position he said it was not." (Mackenzie's note.) 

""He remarked to me at this point: *Que Taylor le fes- 
tija bien!' literally, 'let Taylor feast or entertain him well* — 
meaning 'follow him up/ 'keep him going.* He added that 
Paredes was not brave. I told him that the opinion concern- 
ing Paredes in the U. S. was that he was weak-minded and 
wrong headed, but impetuous and brave. He said that in 
a battle which he named, but which I have forgotten, Paredes 
being his aid-de-camp hid himself in a thicket, from which 
he had drawn him with reproaches. I know not how far 
allowance should be made for personal hatred in receiving 
this statement, though the words were given, and the scene 
described with particularity." (Mackenzie's note.) 
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" 'General Santa Ana also desires that the greatest 
secrecy be observed concerning these communications, 
and that they be only communicated by the bearer as 
far as may be necessary, since his countrymen not 
appreciating his benevolent intentions to free them 
from war and other evils might form a doubtful 
opinion of his patriotism. That all the American 
cruisers should be directed under the strictest injunc- 
tions of secrecy .not" to impede his return to Mexico. 
He likewise enjoins that the people of the towns occu- 
pied by the American army should not be maltreated, 
lest their hatred should be excited." He considers it 
important to attack UUoa, and judges that it would 
be best first to take the city, whose walls are not strong : 
the disembarkation of three or four thousand men 
would effect it easily." He considers important the 
occupation of Tampico, and wonders that it has not 
been effected, since it might be so easily done. The 
climate is healthy in October and continues so until 
March. Finally he desires that his good repute may 
be protected by the newspapers of the United States, 
and that they represent him as the Mexican who best 
understands the interests of his country, and as the 
republican who will never compromise with the mon- 
archists, nor ever be in favor of foreign and European 
intervention. He says that it will be well not to block- 
• , \ ade the ports of Yuchatan, as he counts upon that 

" "I told him that it might be in harmony with our political 
sentiments to protect the republican party, but opposed to our 
national character to oppress any one. I told him what had 
been and would continue to be, the conduct of our army." 
(Mackenzie's note.) 

" "At my request he named October as the proper month for 
this service, and the beach, without cannon-shot, as the proper 
place of disembarkation." (Mackenzie's note.) 
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state, being in communication with its authorities ; and 
perhaps he will transfer himself to that point, if cir- 
cumstances prove favourable/ 

"The military suggestions contained in General Santa 
Ana's note, seemed to me of so much importance that 
in order to save time, so valuable in war, I suggested to 
him the propriety of their being at once communicated 
to General Taylor, to be used by him, if he should 
deem them important, within the limits of his orders 
and discretionary power. He asked if General Taylor 
was reserved and incommunicative. I replied that all 
I knew of him was in common with the public, from 
his recent acts, and the written reports in which he 
had made them known to the government, which 
proved him not only to possess the highest qualities 
of a commander, but to be a man of prudence, modera- 
tion and reserve. He admitted that his reports strongly 
conveyed this impression, and thought favourably of 
my proposition to proceed at once to the head quarters 
of our army. This though not contemplated by my 
instructions I have determined to do. 

"If I have made a mistake and exaggerated the im- 
portance of this information, I hope that an excuse 
may be found in my motive, which was by any means 
in my power to render service to my country. 
I have the honor to be very respectfully, 

your most obedient 

Alex. Slidell Mackenzie. 

"Hon. James Buchanan 
"Secretary of State, 
"Washington." " 
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Early in August Santa Anna passed the American 
blockade and landed at Vera Cruz. That city received 
him as a hero, and he proceeded to the capital as the 
savior of the nation. By the middle of August he was 
in command of the Mexican forces and president ad 
interim of the Mexican Republic. Hardly had he ar- 
rived at the City of Mexico when Buchanan's note was 
submitted to him, suggesting that peace negotiations 
be forthwith begun.** The offer was declined." Santa 
Anna as ajniHtary chjef tain. was not 5aata ^nna. Jo- 
_exiiei__ ^Buchanan's jinswer to the refusal was that 
henceforth the. war would, be prosecuted with vigor 
until Mexico offered to make terms." 

** Buchanan to the Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
July 27, 1846 ; Cong. Globe, Appendix, 2Q Cong., 2 Sess., 24. 

"The Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs to Buchanan, 
August 31, 1846, ibid. 

"Buchanan to the Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
September 26, 1846; ibid. 



CHAPTER Xm 

Th^ Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, 1848 

From September, 1846, when Mexico was notified 
that hostilities would not be interrupted until she 
offered to make peace, the war was waged in earnest. 
It appeared no longer to be a little war. Scott took 
command of the army, and the storm-center shifted 
from the northern provinces to Vera Cruz. And yet 
Mexico gave no sign of a desire for peace. Polk there- 
fore was again compelled to make overtures for settle- 
ment, and this time by offering a specific proposition. 
In January Buchanan _wrote_to_the_Mexican minister 
of foreign affairs that although making "a renewed 
overture for peace" might "be regarded by the world 
as too great a concession to Mexico, yet he" was "will- 
ing to subject himself to thisreproach." If Mexico 
so agreed he would send commissioners either to 
Havana or Jalapa clothed with full powers to con- 
clude a treaty of peace and given authority to suspend 
hostilities and raise blockades as soon as the Mexican 
commissioners met them.* The Mexican answer was 
in spirit like its predecessors : Mex ico would appoint 
commissioners as suggested, but noT until the "BIocK- 
ades were raised and alTfhe 'territory of the Mexican 
Republic was evacuated by the invading army.* Such an 
answer was tantamount to a refusal, and so Polk con- 
sidered it. When, in the middle of April, news of the 

* Buchanan to the Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
January 18, 1847; S. Ex. Doc. i, 30 Cong., i Sess., 36. 
"Monasterio to Buchanan, February 22, 1847; ibid., 37. 
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fall of Vera Cruz reached Washington, it was thought 
that Santa Anna could no longer refuse to negotiate, 
for the American arms were everywhere victorious, 

7d Scott's army was on the march toward the capital. 
Now was the time, in Polk's strange phrase, to 
conquer a peace." Buchanan informed Mexico that 
the offer to negotiate would not be renewed (strong 
language until the context is heard) until the Presi- 
dent had reason to believe that it would be accepted 
by the Mexican government. "The President . . . 
devoted ... to honorable peace," so wrote Bu- 
chanan to the Mexican minister of foreign affairs,' "is 
determined that the evils of the war shall not be pro- 
tracted one day longer than shall be rendered abso- 
lutely necessary by the Mexican republic. For the 
purpose of carrying this determination into effect with 
the least possible delay, he will forthwith send to the 
head-quarters of the army in Mexico, Nicholas P. Trist, 
esq., the officer next in rank to the undersigned in our 
department of foreign affairs, as a commissioner, in- 
/ vested with full powers to conclude a definite treaty 

/ of peace with the United Mexican States." Thus did 

1 Polk act upon a plan for negotiation by an agent not 
^ \ confirmed by the Senate, a method quite without pre- 
cedent or parallel. The appoiiltment of_ public com- 
missioners. xnightonly subject the United States to the 
indignity of another refusal and give the Mexicans en- 
couragement in their opinion concerning the Presi- 
dent's motives for desiring the termination of the war. 
Influenced by these considerations, he hit upon the 

•Buchanan to the Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
April IS, 1847 ; ibid., 38-39. Also in Raphael Semmes, Service 
AAoat and Ashore during the Mexican War, 303-6. 
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plan of sending "to the head-quarters of the army a 
confidential agent, fully acquainted with the views of , 
this government, and clothed with full powers to con- 
clude a treaty of peace with the Mexican government, 
should it be so inclined." He would be enabled in that 
case "to take advantage, at the propitious moment, of 
any favorable circumstances which might dispose that 
government to peace." * In the selection of this agent 
the President again proceeded upon altogether un- 
usual lines. General Scott is authority for the state- 
ment that Polk wanted Silas Wright to undertake the 
mission, intimating that Scott would be Wright's asso- 
ciate.' This was surely a strange selection, for Wright 
was a well-known advocate of the Wilmot Proviso, 
and Scott was personally obnoxious to the President. 
"Scott," said Polk, "is utterly unqualified for such a 
business." * No man of national prominence could be 
expected to assume the role of a confidential agent to 
accompany the army and jump at a propitious moment 
to conclude a treaty. The chief clerk of Buchanan's 
department, personally little known to the President, 
was selected for the mission, a man with but meager 
training in diplomatic affairs, anything but robust in^ 
health, irritable, suspicious, and timid, and, moreover, 
given to great verbosity of statement. 

Nicholas Philip Trist was a Virginian by birth and 
was for a time a cadet at West Point. He did not 
graduate, however, but began the study of law under 
Jefferson, whose granddaughter he had married. At 

* Buchanan to Trist, April 15, 1847; S, Bx. Doc. 52, 30 Cong., 
I Sess., 81. 
"Scott's Autobiography, IL, 576. 
•Polk's Diary, July 15, 1847. 



312 DIPLOMACY UNDER TYLER AND POLK 

twenty-eight he was a clerk in the treasury depart- 
ment when Jackson selected him as his private secre- 
tary. After a short service in that capacity he was 
consul at Havana for eight years, whence he was re- 
called on the ground that he had aided the slave-trade/ 
Soon after the beginning of Polk's administration he 
was made chief clerk of the state department, and dur- 
ing his service there he appeared as a hard-working 
administrative officer in the department presided over 
by the somewhat timid Buchanan and really directed by 
the energetic Polk. The chief clerk gave evidence of 
^uncompromising loyalty to the President and thorough 
sympathy with his plans. His selection for this d eli-_ 
caLe.jni.s.sinn was probably..du£..nQt SQ.mucb to ^Polk's 
nvf>rpgfi'mafinn ^f Trist/ 5^ diplom^^"^'^ ahiiihipg as.to an 

underestimate of jthe^diJSculties of. the undertaking. 
It had appeared a simple thing to send Slidell to 
Mexico as the representative of a strong power to 
strike a bargain, through claims and a bonus, for the 
ces^n of New Mexico and California — how could so 
CJ^ehle and distracted a nation as Mexico" refuse a 
liberal cash offer? The answer to that question had 
been war. Now that Congress had placed three mil- 
lions of dollars in Polk's hands for the "speedy and 
b honorable conclusion of the war," the President seemed 
VN^^ >o think that to negotiate a peace treaty upon terms 

^ dictated by himself was a mere clerical act for an 
agent accompanying a victorious army. 

'Trist was commissioned consul at Havana April 24, 1833. 
Tyler ordered his recall June 22, 1841. There is a mass of 
correspondence connecting Trist with aiding the slave-trade 
attached to a complaint from Fox to Forsyth, February 12, 
1840; MS., Notes from British Legation to the Department 
of State. 
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Whatever may have been the oral instructions that 
Trist received from the President, the official letter 
from Buchanan gave him small discretionary powers. 
Trist was handed a pro jet of a treaty, and with it the 
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statement that the extension of the boundaries of the 
United States over New Mexico and Upper Californi 
was to be^considered' dTsine qua non of any t reaty . 
What Buchanan had authorized Slidell to do before ^ / 
the war began was now, thanks to the victorious ad- k ^ 
vance of the army, made an ultimatum. Trist was ^ ■ 
authorized to pay in addition to the claims n ot m ore 
than twenty millions for the cession ftf |^f;^ Mpyirn and 
Upper California^ and not more than five millions ad- 
iitional for l^owe' r Cal if orniai, while the right of tran- 
sit and passage over Tehuantepec was held to be worth 
another five millions, the consideration to be paid in | 
annual instalments of three millions each. In any 
event the s outhwestern boundary was^ of course, to / 
be the Rio Orand e. What Slidell had been authorized 
to offer twenty-five millions for, Trist was instructed to [ 
secure for twenty. 3C he pro v isions a s t o Lo wer Califor- 
nia and the right of transit^qyer^Tehuantegec were new, 
no mention nf thi?m hnvmg bi^ftn made whoa Slidell 
was sent upon his miss ion. The pro jet accompanying 
Trist s instructions contained eleven articles covering yy 
the points just referred to. Jliejhird article provided / \ 
that as soon as the treaty was rg.tified byJ^iexica.the 
aajlitary a nd na val^ commgtnders of both sides should 
be informed of the action as quickly as possible^ after 
which an immediate suspension ol hostilities ..should 
take place. Such was the expression of Polk's idea 
of "conquering a peace." Pending the negotiations 
of peace the United States was not to bind itself to 
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discontinue offensive operations against Mexico; hos- 
tilities were not to cease until Mexico had actually 
ratified the peace treaty upon our own terms.* 

The confidential agent and commissioner left the 
capital for Mexico, and soon Buchanan began to re- 
ceive Trist's long and tediously circumstantial com- 
munications. From New Orleans he wrote a dozen 
pages minutely describing his trip and the dangers of 
the journey from Mobile thither. Arrived at Vera 
Cruz, May 6, he quickly despatched two more reports, 
filled with his views upon the officers of the army and 
things in general. Illness seems to have held him for 
a while, as his next letter is from Jalapa, dated two 
weeks later. By this time he was involved in a high- 
tempered and wordy epistolary quarrel with the com- 
manding general. Trist had been directed by Bu- 
chanan to communicate his instructions in confidence 
to Scott and to deliver to him Buchanan's letter for 
transmission to the Mexican minister of foreign affairs. 
Instead of waiving formalities and putting himself on 
friendly and confidential terms with Scott, Trist imme- 
diately on his arrival at Vera Cruz sent the American 
commander a note inclosing the letter from Buchanan, 
sealed, and with it orders from Marcy. Scott was ever 
suspicious of the administration at Washington, and 
now he opened the vials of his wrath upon the com- 
missioner. He was ordered by the secretary of war 
to yield to Trist the right to decide upon the suspension 
of military operations. It is doubtful if a more astound- 
ing order was ever sent to a commanding officer in the 
field, and Scott replied to Trist that the secretary of 

• Buchanan's projet, S, Ex, Doc, 52, so Cong,, i Sess,, 85-89. 
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war proposed to degrade him by requiring that he, as 
commander of the army, should defer to the chief clerk 
of the department of state the question of continuing 
or discontinuing hostilities/ Consequently Scott re- 
turned the sealed letter from the department of state 
and, as a purely military question, declined to obey the 
order of the secretary of war, unless Trist was clothed>^ 
with military rank over him. The next month was 
spent by the commissioner in writing voluminous letters 
to Scott, which the latter answered in kind. Trist 
lectured the general upon his lack of respect for the 
commissioner sent by the President. Scott replied that 
Trist's letter was such a farrago of insolence, conceit, 
and arrogance as to be a choice specimen of diplomatic 
literature and manners. "The Jacobin convention of 
France never sent to one of its armies in the field a 
more amiable and accomplished instrument. If you 
were armed with an ambulatory guillotine, you would 
be the personification of Danton, Marat, and St. Just, 
all in one." " On June 4 Scott wrote to Marcy, asking 
to be recalled, owing to the many "cruel disappoint- 
ments and mortifications" he had "been made to feel 
since" leaving "Washington, and the total want of sup- 
port and sympathy on the part of the War Depart- 
ment."" The administration responded with orders , 
to each to cease the disgraceful quarrel and to join in 
carrying out the plans of the government." 

Much of this quarrel doubtless had its origin in 



•Scott to Trist, May 7, 1847; ibid,, 157-59. 
Scott to Trist, May 29, 1847; ibid., 172. 
Scott to Marcy, June 4, 1847; ibid,, 129-31. 
Marcy to Scott, July 12, 1847; ibid., 131. Buchanan to 
Trist, July 13, 1847; ibid., 113. 
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\ / / politics. The military history of the Mexican War is 
largely made up of jealousy and its consequent wran- 
gles, which, ending in arrests and courts-martial, were 
transferred from the field of operations to Washing- 
ton. "The truth is,'' Polk wrote in his diary, June 12, 
"I have been compelled from the beginning to conduct 
/the war against Mexico through the agency of two 
generals, highest in rank, who have not only no sym- 
pathies with the government, but are hostile to my ad- 
ministration. Both of them have assumed to control 
the government. To this I will not submit and will as 
certainly remove General Scott from the chief com- 
mand as he shall refuse or delay to obey the order 
borne him by Mr. Trist." " For some time, however, 
as their despatches show, Trist and Scott continued 
their unseemly altercation. "Between them," the diary 
says, "the orders of the Secretary of War and the Sec- 
retary of State have been disregarded and the danger 
has become imminent that the golden moment for con- 
cluding a peace with Mexico may have passed." " The 
President was for recalling both Scott and Trist, but 
the cabinet was unanimous in the opinion that it would 
be bad policy to do so. Realizing Trist's inefficiency, 

^ ^W _^ ^^ - ■■ I !■ ' ■ M^^M^ ■■! ■ ■■1.*^^— Ml^ ^l^— Mnp^^^^^^ 

Polk then suggested that Soule or Jeff erson^ Davis , be 
associated with him, but nothing c^pie of thg.^ sug- 
, ^ ^estion." 

/\ Writing from Puebla, June 13, Trist stated that he 

had had no intercourse with Scott for a month, al- 
though he had been near him for more than that time." 

" Polk's Diary, June 12, 1847. 
"/Wrf. ""Ibid., July 9, 1847. 

"Trist to Buchanan, June 13, 1847; S, Ex, Doc. 52, 30 
Cong., I Sess., 178-81. 
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His next letter, dated July 7, in which he is supposed 
to have given his reasons for making peace with the 
general, was never received at Washington. Sfiott 
made no re port to the secretarv of war from Ju ne.^. 
to July 25^ At that time each asked that the cqjj£=^- 
spondence relating to the quarrel be suppressed." What 
caused tEe reconciliation, as far as their letters 
show, must remain "a'myster^ JJurmg the time in 
which lyrist anX^ScotT were quarreling, Trist asked 
the British minister, Bankhead, and Thornton, the 
British secretary of legation, to transmit to the Mexi- 
can authorities Buchanan's letter, which Scott had re- 
fused to receive. Bankhead and Thornton readily ac- 
quiesced in his request and forwarded the letter to 
Ibarra, the acting minister of foreign affairs. In a 
few days the commissioner received through the same 
channel of communication the answer of the Mexican 
government. It was that the determination of the ques- 
tion of peace must rest with the Mexican congress." 

So far there was no reason to believe the way open 
for negotiations. Santa Anna sent a message to the 
congress in which he peremptorily ordered it to state 
whether or not any propositions for peace should be 
listened to." When the Mexican congress scattered 
and made no answer to the message, Santa Anna in- 
formed Mackintosh, the British consul at the City of 

"Scott to Marcy, July 25, 1847: "Since about the 26th 
ultimo, our intercourse has been frequent and cordial; and I 
have found him [Trist] able, discreet, courteous, and amiable." 
Ibid., 135. Trist to Buchanan, July 23, 1847 : Scott's "character 
I now believe that I had entirely misconceived." Ibid., 302. 

Ibarra to Trist, June 22, 1847; MS., Archives. 

Santa Anna to the Mexican Congress, July 16, 1847; S. 
Ex. Doc. 52, 30 Cong., I Sess., 302-5. 
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Mexico, that as he was abandoned by the congress, he 
must, as military chief, endeavor to make peace." His 
secret agents then intimated to Trist that while nothing 
could be done without the use of money, yet if a mil- 
lion dollars were placed in his hands at the conclusion of 
the peace and ten thousand immediately, commissioners 
4 would be sent to meet the American commissioner and 
Inegotiations begun.** It was at this juncture that Scott 
and Trist began to be upon the most friendly terms, 
and Trist was a welcome guest at Scott's headquarters. 
Trist reported to Buchanan, upon the authority of 
Thornton, that Santa Anna would let Scott advance 
close to the City of Mexico and then negotiate." What 
was not reported was that Scott paid the ten thousand 
dollars of earnest-money after consultation with his 
officers." The matter did not come to Polk's attention 
until December, when General Pillow, enraged at what 
Polk called Scott's persecution of that officer, wrote 
of it to the President." Scott reported the expenditures 

"Thornton to Trist, July 29, 1847; MS., copy, Bureau of 
Indexes and Archives, Department of State. 

''Ripley's War with Mexico, II., 148-70. Polk's Diary, 
December 18, 1847. 

** Trist to Buchanan, July 23, 1847 ; MS., Bureau of Indexes 
and Archives, Department of State. 

"•Riple/s War with Mexico, II., 148-70. General Shields, 
however, told Polk that Trist was not present at the confer- 
ence. Polk's Diary, December 28, 1847. 

•* Polk's Diary, February 16, 1848 : "The chief clerk of the 
War Department brought to me today a letter received from 
Majr. Genl. Pillow, dated at the City of Mexico on the i8th. 
of January in answer to a letter of the Secretary of War 
addressed to him in relation to certain proceedings of General 
Scott and Mr. Trist at Puebla in July last concerning an 
attempt to use money without any authority or sanction of the 
government, to bribe the authorities in Mexico, to secure 
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as those for secret service and asserted that he had / 
never tempted the honor or patriotism of any man, 
but held it as lawful in morals as in war to purchase 
valuable information or services voluntarily tendered 
him* "General Scott's answer is evasive," is the 
entry in the diary, "and leaves the irresistible inference 
that such a transaction took place and that it will not 
bear the light." " Writing to Buchanan, July 23, Trist 
copied a letter received by him from an unnamed 
source. Trist's correspondent, in whom undoubtedly 
the commissioner placed great confidence, wrote: 
"Santa Anna is afraid to make peace now and cannot. 

M " can do nothing with him, even with the aid 

he possesses from you. S. A. now says secretly that 
he shall allow your army to approach this city 
[Mexico], even as far as the Penon, and then 
endeavour to make peace." " The advance of the j x^ 
army, however, was by no means unobstructed. The 
decisive victory at Contreras, followed by that at 
Churubusco, opened the way to the capits^l. Instead 
of pushing on to clinch the former victories, as the 

peace. This letter discloses some astounding facts in rela- 
tion to that infamous transaction and must lead to a further 
investigation." In the letters-receivied book of the war de- 
partment is the following entry under date of March 31, 1848: 
"Pillow, Maj. Genl. G. J., Mexico, Jany. 18, 1848. In answer 
to letter of Sec. War, Dec 24, 1847, and relates to negotia- 
tions carried on at Puebla in July and Aug. 47." The letter 
referred to cannot be found in the war department. See 
Tyler's Tylers, III., 172. 

"Scott to Marcy, February 6, 1848; H, Ex. Doc, 60, 30 
Cong., I Sess., 1085. There is some discrepancy in the date. 

* Polk's Diary, February 19, 1848. 

" Mackintosh ? 

"Trist to Buchanan, July 23, 1847, P S., July 25; MS., 
Bureau of Indexes and Archives, Despatches, Mexico, Vol. 14. 
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rules of military science would seem to have dictated, 
Scott halted his army and proposed an armistice. Was 
^ this done, as Scott said, lest the elements of peace 
f might be iscattered, or was it with the expectation that 
\ Santa Anna, with a part of the consideration cash in 
hand, would carry out the balance of the bargain? 
Through the good offices of Thornton, who with Bank- 
head and Mackintosh played a large part in all these 
negotiations, the armistice beca me effective August 24. 
I Santa Anna appointed as commissioners four "wdl- 
tknown peace men to meet the American commissioner. 
The opportunity lor which Trist'Tiad^beeir'waiting 
since May was now presented. Santa Anna's com- 
missioners met him as agreed. No further evidence 
of Trist's utter incapacity, is needed than his _pwn 
account of the conferences. Two days before the first 
"^^^?8j^£ "^a de know n to_Santa ,Anna_ that m order 
to secure the boundary defined in hi s pro je t, with the 
right of transit over thelsthmuSj he. was authorized 
and willing to go as high as the highest sum named 
in his instructions. This amount, he said, might be 
paid in such a way as to enable Santa Anna to convert 
all of it into cash as soon as the treaty was ratified.** 
Such an unfor tunate admi ssion had the result he might 
have e^cpected. Santa Anna's com missioners submitted 
a_ counter-pro jet conceding nothing but TJpperCali- 
jornia nort h of t he lKirty-seventIf'pafallel,''"foF which 
t hfc Uni te d St at es wa s expected to^siime the claims 
and pay a bonus."* The^lexi can c ommissioners in- 
sisted on the Nueces as a boundary* .declaring Jhat, if 

*Trist to Buchanan, September 4, 1847; MS., Bureau of 
Indexes and Archives, Department of State. 
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S. Bx. Doc. 52, 30 Cong., i Sess., 339. 
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peace were made the line must be at tha t river. Trist 
hesitated and then otferedto refer the question to 
Washington, thereby proposing to extend the armis- 
tice for at least forty-five days." No more flagrant 
disobedience of orders was ever committed. The war 
had been begun and waged upon the theory that the 
Rio Grande was the ancient boundary of Texas. What 
pefsuade d Trist to submit the matter for further in- 
stru ctio ns is incomprehensif^jf^^ He himself explained 



it by saying that the Mexican commissioners led him 
to believe that a part of New Mexico would be ceded 
if the Nueces were accepted as a boundary. There was 
no reasonable foundation in fact, however, for any 
such belief, for Mexico demanded Trist's decision 
within three days upon the counter-pro jet, by the terms 
of which New Mexico was to remain a Mexican oro- 
vince. JBefore f hnf sh^rt timf—hnd elapsed. Santa 
Anna's violations of the armistice became so notorious K 
that Scott gave notice of its termination^ THie* Ameri- ', 
"can army moved towar d the capita l and entered it only . 
after two^of^ the bloodiest battles of the warT^anta ^ 
Apna^ arm}M2^s^scatteredj^ Not- ' 

withstending all this^.Xrist was. blind .to^ Santa Anna's 
duplicity. As late as September 27 he wrote that he 
was perfectly convinced of Santa Anna's sincere de- 
sire for peace, but that peace was an impossibility upon 
the terms of Buchanan's instructions.** The armistice 
v( as a strategic bl under, giving Santa Anna_02ppr7 
tunity to mass his forces fo r" ttie defence .gf the capitaL- 
and rhe heavy losses suffered by Scott's army at Molino 

"*The Mexican Commissioners to the Minister of Foreign 
Relations, September 7, 1847; ibid., 344-46. 
"Trist to Buchanan, September 27, 1847; ibid., 201. 
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( del Rey were the price oaid for it The ov e rtures for 
p^ade dispiayeg the gu ITiKility of Tri st, whose per- 
sistent belief that ^anta Anna once b ought would stay 
bought led him to ignore his instructions and to dis- 

! obev ^oIPs most positive o rders. 

Before Trist's reports of his inglorious conferences 
reached Washington, Polk had read the Mexican ac- 
counts of the affair sent from Vera Cruz. The Presi- 
dent at once ordered Trist's recall. "Mr. Trist is re- 
called," says the diary, "because his remaining longer 
with the army could not probably accomplish the ob- 
jects of his mission, and because his remaining longer 
might and probably would impress the Mexican gov- 
ernment with the belief that the United States, are so 
anxious for peace, that they would ultimate [ly] con- 
clude one upon Mexican terms. Mexico must now sue 
for peace and when she does, we will hear her propo- 
sition." " Trist's actions had surely merited his recall, 
but Polk's policy of continually making overtuTes, 
first by a series of notes suggesting peace" anJcTHnally 
by sendmg a commissioner," gave TVIexico exactly the 
N belief that PoIF "attributed "to' Trist's blundering ef- 
forts alone. The policy was ill-advised and its instru- 
ment incompetent. 

The occupation of the City of Mexico, September 14, 
completely changed the complexion of affairs. Two 
days later Santa Anna resij^ed^ the^ presidency,' and 
bx so doing removed the one great obstacle to peace. 

\Within a week after Santa Anna's abdication plans 
were well under way for the reorganization of the 
government under the auspices of ' welPkh'own 

" Polk's Diary, October 5, 1847. Trist's despatch of Sep- 
tember 4 was received October 21. 
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moderados. Before it had been accomplished Trist 
again asked the Mexican commissioners to meet him. 
A month elapsed before he had an answer, and he 
asked Buchanan for permission to return home, as 
the weakness of the new government might keep him 
"hanging here for an indefinite period" without accom- 
plishing anything." Buchanan's letter of recall reached 
Trist November 16. Trist acknowledged it, waived 
for the moment any defense of his actions, and stated 
that he would start home at once. Following hard 
upon the receipt of his recall Trist received word, again 
through Thornton, that the new Mexican administra- 
tion had appointed commissioners." He replied, No- 
vember 24, that, as he was about to return to the 
United States, whatever overtures Mexico desired to 
make would be forwarded through Scott to Washing-^ 
ton."* Despite this statement and notwithstanding his 
orders to return, he began immediately to negotiate 
with the Mexican commissioners upon the basis of hi$ 
original instructions. The reasons for this change in 
plans are set forth in a letter of sixty pages written 
December 6.** This letter was certainly of a character 
to arouse the President's indignation. The diary de- 
scribes it as "impudent, arrogant, very insulting to the 
government and personally oflfensive to the President." 
The writer of it was "destitute of honor or principle 
and contemptibly base." "It is manifest to me," wrote 

"Trist to Buchanan, October 31, 1847; S. Bx. Doc. 52, 30 
Cong., I Sess., 213. 

" Thornton to Trist, November 22, 1847, and to Pena y Peiia, 
November 24, 1847; ibid., 231. 

Trist to Pena y Pena, November 24, 1847; »&*^- 
Trist to Buchanan, December 6, 1847 (received January 
15, 1848) ; ibid., 231-66. 
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Polk, "that he has become the tool of General Scott 
and his menial instrument and that the paper was 
written at Scott's instance and direction. I directed 
the Secretary of War to write to Major General But- 
ler [who had superseded Scott] , directing him, if Mr. 
Trist was still with the headquarters of the army, to 
order him off and to inform the authorities of Mexico 
that he had no authority to treat." " Scott, writing at 
the same time, said : "No proposition has been made to 
me, looking to a peace, by the federal government of 
this republic, or its commissioners; the latter under- 
stood to be still in this city. I have not seen them." ** 

This long despatch of Trist's doubtless justified 
Polk's suspicion that Scott instigated it. While Trist 
said that the government ^y]|lf1 ^^ ^^^^ ''t ^^^^ tP 
disavow his.^. he set forth his reasons for reopening 
negoti§ti£aj§ as : (i) that peace was s till th e desire of 
the President; (2) that unless he seized the oppor- 
tunity bffered^jipjpther cH^^ for peace would^re- 
ixiam7 Xs) that the boundaries stipulated in his instruc- 
tions were as much as Mexico would ever jiel(i.;_and 
C4) that his-xecall was based upon a fiiipp^^^^ stat^ 
of. facts.the. reverse of the tnith. Underlying all of 
his arguments in support of these reasons is the thinly 
disguised innuendo that the President had changed 
his plans and now favored the annexation of all 

exico. In ot her words, Trist proceeded to make a 
treaty, embody i|jgJEyk!§^ori^^^^ te rritoria l 

indemnity with the express intention of throwing upon 
the President the unpleasant alternative of either ac- 

"Polk's Diary, January 15, 1848. 

"Scott to Marcy, December 4, 1847; H, Bx. Doc, 60, 30 
Cong., I Sess,, 1033-35. 
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cepting the treaty or rejectinp^ it. I f Polk rejected it, I 
he must bear the odium of seeking to annihilate Mexico I 
as a nation and of renewing a war which was now un- I 
popular. If he accepted it, he would then, according 
to Trist's belief, sacrifice his cherished wish, the con- 
quest of the whole of Mexico. Such is the import of 
this unique despatch. Trist's assumption that Polk 
desired the absorption of all Mexico has been proved 
to^^bji baseless.'" "Reasonably enough, the President felt \ 
mat the amount of money to be paid Mexico for the"""^ 
cession should be less than would have been the case 
had the war ceased seven months before. Pillow was 
in favor of greater territorial indemnity and claimed 
while in Mexico to be the President's mouthpiece. 
Trist shared Scott's hatred of that officer, and the 
parts of the despatch not directly or by inference at- 
tacking Polk are filled with venom against Pillow. 

Bef ore B utler had an opportunity to carry out 
Polk's orden IVist had signe d the trea Tyjh d seh'flFon, 
its way to Washington. There are no detailed accounts 
of the conferences of which the treaty was the result. 

^W_ ,1 IB- If III - ■ • — - ■ ■ ■ *— ■ MM I I II, I, B ^f mi 1 Mil II - — — ,,„ ^ ^ 

We~Knbw_that f or t wo months Trist met the commis- 
sioners daily, that the original pro jet was taken ^s a 
b asis toFfhe negot iation, and that there was jpparently 
.little difficulty in agreeing upon boundaries. The ques- 
tion of claims and of tHe~ concEHorT oTTKe inhabitants^, 
of the ceded territory occupied most of the meetings. 
The result was in hand February 2, 1848, when Trist 
met the M exican commissioners to sign the treaty at 
Guadalupe Hidalgb^^^^a" 's^otZZ^iW^Tii^'il:^£^, 

*» "The United States and Mexico, 1847-1848," by Professor 
E. G. Bourne, in American Historical Review, V., 491-502, 
April, 1900. 
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agreeably to the creed of this country, is the most 
sacred on earth, as being the scene of the miraculous 
appearance of the Virgin, for the purpose of declaring 
that Mexico was taken under her special protection." ** 
Seventeen days later Polk had in his hands the grant 
of territory that he had hoperl to obt aip thrniigh the 
pparpfnl npg-nHgi|JQ^]<; ni ^ViAaU Th#J^ioCTrand e was 

acknowledged as the boundary of TexaS^Jr^ewMexico 
and Upper California were ours: and the sum to be 
paid was that named in Trist's proj el?: the treaty in- 
cluded all of Polk's sine qua non. That thejright^of 
^l^n?\\ OYf^r Tpbii?"<^^p^^ wa*' 7^^^ indmlfT^^g ^ f^vg^^^ 
inatter, for the recent treaty with New Granada af- 
forded a better routetb the Pacific. Benton's comment 
upon the treaty" was~that Tt was a fortunate event for 
the United States and especially for Polk's adminis- 
tration. "The Congress elections were going against 
the administration, and the aspirants for the presidency 
in the cabinet were struck with terror at the view of 
the great military reputations which were growing 
up. 

Haste in acting upon the treaty was of the utmost 
importance for two reaso ns : first , that the treaty might 
be2jetUTfied"'T6^ Mexico for ratification before the 
Mexican government should be overthrown ; and sec- 
ond" that the "growing sentiment for "all of MexicoT^ 
bolh til the cabinet arid ouitj)f it,'a sentiment to which 
the President was opposed, might be effectually stifled.** 

^^Trist to Buchanan, February 2, 1848; S. Bx. Doc. 52, 30 
Cong., I Sess., 102. 

** Benton's Thirty Years' View, II., 710. 

"Professor Bourne's article as cited. The treaty arrived 
in Washington February 19; Polk decided to send it to the 
Senate for ratification February 21. Polk's Diary, February 
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Polk made up his mind at once not to reject the trea ty^ , 
KAppiio/> i^f Trjc^f c /^nnHii/^f^^His desire for peace was I *" 

sogreat tha t he did not perrn iThimself to_b.einJ[uenced \ 
byj iis mdignation at Trist' sjnsult ing letters . He de^ 
cided, after stating his views to the cabinet, to send the 
document to the Senate, suggesting certain amendments, 
and by so doing to show a "magnanimous forbear- 
ance toward Mexico." Every member of the Senate \ 
committee on foreign relations, with the exception of / 
the chairman, Sevier, was at first opposed to ratifica- / 
tion. T he reason for their attitude^ as re ported by tiie I 
chairman to Polk, was not the terms of the treaty, but T 
Trist's lack of autb nrijjy tn npp-^^ji^j-^T^tnTH Sevier," 
the diary records, "that the treaty was the subject for 
consideration, not. Trist's conduct and that if the pro- 
visions of the treaty were such as would be accepted, 
it would be worse than an idle ceremony to send out 
a grand commission to re-negotiate the same treaty." ** 
The Senate committee reported the treaty without 
amendment on the same day, and after two weeks' dis- 
cussion the Senate first amended and then ratified it 
by a vote of thirty-eight to fourteen. The most im- ' 
gortant of the amendments was made at*tKe~sugges!ibn 
of jEKe"Presidefiirah3"by it the tenth article, reUtting to 
the disposition of the public lands m Texas, was 
stricken out."~Afradditional secret article, delaying for 

21, 1848. Calhoun wrote to Clemson, March 7, 1848: "The 
greatest danger is that the [Mexican] Government may not 
hold together until the treaty is exchanged. Nothing but the 
countenance of our Government and the support of capitalists 
interested in preserving it, can continue it in existence. It is, 
indeed, but the shadow of a Government." Report of Ameri- 
can Historical Association, 1899, II., 746. 
** Polk's Diary, February 28, 1848. 
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e ight months the tjm e pf_M€xico's ratification, was for 

obvious r^acnngnt ri2j-|-prl hy ^ |^n;^r^;p yMt ^ yr^^ Scvicr 



and Cliflford, the latter Polk's attorney-general, were 
appointed commissioners in accordance with the pro- 
vision of the treaty permitting the exchange of ratifica- 
tions at the City of Mexico. As their duties were 
merely the gaining of Mexico's consent to the Senate's 
amendments, and the hastening of final ratification, 
their task was light. As soon as it was known that 
the Senate was modifying the terms of the agreement 
as signed, the Mexican government ceased all efforts 
for ratification until the nature of the amendments was 
known. A few days after the arrival of Sevier and 
Clifford at Mexico with the amended treaty the Mexi- 
can congress agreed to ratification by practically a 
unanimous vote. 

^ There was no dory in all this for Tri st. Polk char- 
acterized him^asjtg -l^qp^dent jind unqualified^s^Qun- 
drel." Upon his arrival at Washington the former 
"chief clerk of the state department found the doors 
closed to him. He could get the ear of no one, and 
after vainly trying for some time to collect his salary 
after the date of his recall, he left Washington. In- 
sisting on having a hearing, he addressed a long com- 
munication to the speaker of the House August 7, 
1848, accusing the President of high crimes and mis- 
demeanors, including subornation of perjury, and sug- 
gesting that he be impeached.* But there was no 
need for stirring up the matter in the hope of finding 
political capital against Polk. The time had gone by 
for that. The letter was received during the last days 

^Cong. Globe, 30 Cong., i Sess., 1057-58. 



TH^ TREATY OF GUADAI^UPE HIDAI^GO 329 

f 

of the session and referred to the committee on foreign 
affairs, and there it slept. The war was over; Polk's 
term was drawing to a close; and the country was in 
the midst of a presidential campaign. Trist was soon 
forgotten. The resul t of the election of 1848 wa s the 
choice for president of Taylor, one of the two sfreat 
W hig gen erals who had reaped the political popularity 
t hat Polk h'arf'm jt^effr Scott was for the time passed 
by, and nobody had any consideration for the assertive 
and talkative commissioner who had made the treaty 
of Guadalupe Hidalgo. But the persistent Trist did 
not despair, and twenty-two years later he secured 
from Congress the reward for his successful presump- 
tion.** The feeble old man, who had been one of Jef- 
ferson's family and afterward the friend of Jackson, 
was at last secure in the belief that he had been vin- 
dicated by his government. 

^Senate Report, 41 Cong., 2 Sess^. 
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